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PREFACE. 


In  this  edition  we  have  sought  to  avoid  the  incon- 
veniences which  are  apt  to  attend  commentaries  on 
philosophical  writers,  by  the  plan  of  putting  together,  in 
the  form  of  continuous  introductions,  such  explanation 
and  criticism  as  we  had  to  offer,  and  confining  the  foot- 
notes almost  entirely  to  references,  which  have  beeii 
carefully  distinguished  from  ETume's  own  notes.  For  tLc^ 
introductions  to  the  first  and  second  volumes  Mr.  Greer 
alone  is  responsible.  The  introduction  to  the  third  is 
the  work  of  Mr.  Grose,  who  also  has  undertaken  the 
revision  of  Hume's  text. 

Throughout  the  introductions  to  Volumes  I.  and  11., 
except  where  the  contrary  is  stated,  'Hume'  must  be 
understood  to  mean  Hume  as  represented  by  the  '  Treatise 
on  Human  Nature.*  •  In  taking  this  as  intrinsically  the 
best  representation  of  his  philosophy,  we  may  be  thought 
to  have  overlooked  the  well-known  advertisement  which 
(in  an  edition  posthumously  published)  he  prefixed  to 
the  volume  containing  his  '  Inquiries  concerning  the 
Human  Understanding  and  the  Principles  of  Morals.'  In 
it,  after  stating  that  the  volume  is  mainly  a  reproduction 
of  what  he  had  previously  published  in  the  '  Treatise,'  he 
expresses  a  hope  that  *  some  negligences  in  his  former 
reasoning,  and  more  in  the  expression,'  have  been  cor- 
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rected,  and  desires  '  that  the  following  Pieces  may  alone 
be  regarded  as  containing  his  philosophical  sentiments 
and  principles.'  Was  not  Hume  himself  then,  it  may  be 
asked,  the  best  judge  of  what  was  an  adequate  expression 
of  his  thoughts,  and  is  there  not  an  unbecoming  assurance 
in  disregarding  such  a  voice  from  his  tomb  ? 

Our  answer  is  that  if  we  had  been  treating  of  Hume  as 
a  great  literary  character,  or  exhibiting  the  history  of  his 
individual  mind,  due  account  must  have  been  taken  of  it. 
Such,  however,  has  not  been  the  object  which,  in  the 
Introductions  to  Volumes  I.  and  H.,  we  have  presented  to 
ourselves.  (See  Introd.  to  Vol.  I.  §  4.)  Our  concern 
has  been  with  him  as  the  exponent  of  a  philosophical 
system,  and  therefore  specially  with  that  statement  of  his 
system  which  alone  purports  to  be  complete,  and  which 
was  written  when  philosophy  was  still  his  chief  interest, 
without  alloy  from  the  disappointment  of  literary  am- 
bition. Anyone  who  will  be  at  the  pains  to  read  the 
*  Inquiries  '  alongside  of  the  original  '  Treatise  '  will  find 
that  their  only  essential  difference  from  it  is  in  the  way  of 
omission.  They  consist  in  the  main  of  excerpts  from  the 
'  Treatise,'  re-written  in  a  lighter  style,  and  with  the  more 
difficult  parts  of  it  left  out.  It  is  not  that  the  difficulties 
which  logically  arise  out  of  Hume's  system  are  met,  but 
that  the  passages  which  most  obviously  suggest  them  have 
disappeared  without  anything  to  take  their  place.  Thus 
in  the  *  Inquiry  concerning  the  Human  Understanding ' 
there  is  nothing  whatever  corresponding  to  Parts  II.  and 
IV.  of  the  first  Book  of  the  •  Treatise.'  The  effect  of  this 
omission  on  a  hasty  reader  is,  no  doubt,  a  feeling  of  great 
relief.  Common-sense  is  no  longer  actively  repelled  by  a 
doctrine  which  seems  to  undermine  the  real  world,  and 
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can  more  easily  put  a  construction  on  the  account  of  the 
law  of  causation,  which  remains,  compatible  with  the 
'  objective  validity '  of  the  law — such  a  construction  as  in 
fact  forms  the  basis  of  Mr.  Mill's  Logic.  How  inconsistent 
this  construction  is  with  the  principles  from  which  Hume 
started,  and  which  he  never  gave  up  ;  how  impossible  it 
would  be  to  anyone  who  had  assimilated  his  system  as 
a  whole ;  how  close  is  the  organic  connection  between  all 
the  parts  of  this  as  he  originally  conceived  it — we  must 
trust  to  the  following  introductions  to  show.  (See,  in 
particular,  Introd,  to  Vol.  I.  §§  301  and  321.) 

The  only  discussion  in  the  *  Inquiry  concerning  Human 
Understanding,'  to  which  nothing  in  his  earUer  publica- 
tion corresponds,  is  that  on  Miracles.  On  the  relation  in 
which. this  stands  to  his  general  theory  some  remarks 
will  be  found  in  the  Introduction  to  Vol.  I.  (§  324,  note). 
The  chief  variations,  other  than  in  the  way  of  omis- 
sion, between  the  later  redaction  of  his  ethical  doctrine 
and  the  earlier,  are  noticed  in  the  Introduction  to  Vol.  II. 
(§^  31,  43,  and  46,  and  notes). 
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These  is  a  yiew  of  the  history  of  mankind,  by  this  time  How  the 
familiarised  to  Englishmen,  which  detaches  from  the  chaos  ph^^^y 
of  events  a  connected  series  of  ruling  actions  and  beliefs —  should  be 
the  achievement  of  great  men  and  great  epochs,  and  assigns  '^^^^'^' 
to  these  in  a  special  sense  the  term  *  historical/  According 
to  this  theory — ^which  indeed,  if  there  is  to  be  a  theory  of 
History  at  all,  alone  gives  the  needful  simplification — ^the 
mass  of  nations  must  be  regarded  as  left  in  swamps  and  shaU 
lows  outside  the  main  stream  of  human  development.  They 
have  either  never  come  within  the  reach  of  the  hopes  and 
institutions  which  make  history  a  progress  instead  of  a  cycle, 
or  they  have  stiffened  these  into  a  dead  body  of  ceremony 
and  caste,  or  at  some  great  epoch  they  have  failed  to  discern 
the  sign  of  the  times  and  rejected  the  counsel  of  God  against 
themselves.  Thus  permanently  or  for  generations,  with  no 
principle  oP  motion  but  unsatisfied  want,  without  the  assimi- 
lative ideas  which  from  the  strife  of  passions  elicit  moral 
results,  they  have  trodden  the  old  round  of  war,  trade,  and 
&ction,  adding  nothing  to  the  spiritual  heritage  of  man.  It 
wonld  seem  that  the  historian  need  not  trouble  himself  with 
them,  except  so  fax  as  relation  to  them  determines  the  ac- 
tivity of  the  progressive  nations. 

2.  A  corresponding  theory  may  with  some  confidence  be 
applied  to  simplify  the  history  of  philosophical  opinion.  The 
common  plan  of  seeking  this  history  in  compendia  of  the 
systems  of  philosophical  writers,  taken  in  the  gross  or  with 
no  discrimination  except  in  regard  to  time  and  popularity,  is 
mainly  to  blame  for  the  common  notion  that  metaphysical 
enquiry  is  an  endless  process  of  threshing  old  straw.  Such 
enquiry  is  really  progressive,  and  has  a  real  history,  but  it  is 
a  history  represented  by  a  few  great  names.  At  rare  epochs 
there  appear  men,  or  sets  of  men,  with  the  true  speculative 
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Hume  the  impulse  to  begin  at  the  beginning  and  go  to  the  end,  and 
^Ush**^  with  the  faculty  of  discerning  the  true  point  of  departure 
philofio-  which  previous  speculation  has  fixed  for  them.  The  intervals 
^^^'  are  occupied  by  commentators  and  exponents  of  the  last  true 
philosopher,  if  it  has  been  his  mission  to  construct ;  if  it  has 
been  sceptical,  by  writers  who  cannot  understand  the  fatal 
question  that  he  has  asked,  and  thus  still  dig  in  the  old  vein 
which  he  had  exhausted,  and  of  which  his  final  dilemma  had 
shown  the  bottom.  Such  an  interval  was  that  which  in  the 
growth  of  continental  philosophy  followed  on  the  epoch  of 
Leibnitz ;  an  interval  of  academic  exposition  or  formulation, 
in  which  the  system,  that  had  been  to  the  master  an  incom- 
plete enquiry,  became  in  the  hands  of  his  disciples  a  one- 
sided dogmatism.  In  the  line  of  speculation  more  dis- 
tinctively English,  a  like  rSgime  of  'strenua  inertia'  has 
prevailed  since  the  time  of  Hume.  In  the  manner  of  its  un- 
profitableness, indeed,  it  has  differed  from  the  Wolfian  period 
in  Germany,  just  as  the  disinterested  scepticism  of  Hume 
differed  from  the  system-making  for  purposes  of  edification 
to  which  Leibnitz  applied  himself.  It  has  been  unprofitable, 
because  its  representatives  have  persisted  in  philosophising 
upon  principles  which  Hume  had  pursued  to  their  legitimate 
issue  and  had  shown,  not  as  their  enemy  but  as  their  advo- 
cate, to  render  all  philosophy  futile.  Adopting  the  premises 
and  method  of  Locke,  he  cleared  them  of  all  illogical  adap- 
tations to  popular  belief,  and  experimented  with  them  on  the 
body  of  professed  knowledge,  as  one  only  could  do  who  had 
neither  any  twist  of  vice  nor  any  bias  for  doing  good,  but 
was  a  philosopher  because  he  could  not  help  it. 
Kanthisyi  8.  As  the  result  of  the  experiment,  the  method,  which 
!!!L!.^^"  ^I>^g3,n  with  professing  to  explain  knowledge,  showed  know- 
ledge to  be  impossible.  Hume  himself  was  perfectly  cognisaoit 
of  this  result,  but  his  successors  in  England  and  Scotland 
would  seem  so  far  to  have  been  unable  to  look  it  in  the  &ice. 
They  have  either  thrust  their  heads  again  into  the  bush  of 
imcriticised  belief,  or  they  have  gone  on  elaborating  Hume's 
doctrine  of  association,  in  apparent  forgetfulness  of  Hume's 
own  proof  of  its  insufficiency  to  account  for  an  intelligent,  as 
opposed  to  a  merely  instinctive  or  habitual,  experience.  Au 
enquiry,  however,  so  thorough  and  passionless  as  the  *  Treatise 
of  Human  Nature,'  could  not  be  in  vain ;  and  if  no  English 
athlete  had  strength  to  carry  on  the  torch,  it  was  transferred 
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to  a  more  Yigorons  line  in  Germany.     It  awoke  Kant,  as  he 
used  to  say,  from  his  '  dogmatic  slomber/  to  put  him  into 
that  state  of  mind  by  some  called  wonder^  by  others  doubt, 
in  which  all  true  philosophy  begins.      This  state,  with  less 
ambiguity  of  terms,  may  be  described  as  that  of  freedom 
from  presuppositions.     It  was  because  Kant,  reading  Hume 
with  the  eyes  of  Leibnitz  and  Leibnitz  with  the  eyes  of  Hume, 
was  able  to  a  great  extent  to  rid  himself  of  the  presupposi- 
tions of  both,  that  he  started  that  new  method  of  philosophy 
which,  as  elaborated  by  Hegel,  claims  to  set  man  free  from 
the  artificial  impotence  of  his  own  false  logic,  and  thus  qualify 
him  for  a  complete  interpretation  of  his  own  achievement 
in  knowledge  and  morality.     Thus  the  '  Treatise  of  Human 
Nature '  and  the  '  Critic  of  Pure  Season,^  taken  together, 
form  the  real  bridge  between  the  old  world  of  philosophy 
and  the  new.    They  are  the  essential '  Propsedeutik,'  without 
which  no  one  is  a  qualified  student  of  modem  philosophy. 
The  close  correspondence  between  the  two  works  becomes 
more  apparent  the  more  each  is  studied.    It  is  such  as  to 
give  a  strong  presumption  that  Kant  had  studied  Hume's 
doctrine  in  its  original  and  complete  expression,  and  not 
merely  as  it  was  made  easy  in  the  '  Essays.'    The  one  with 
full  and  reasoned  articulation  asks  the  question,  which  the 
other  with  equal  fulness  seeks  to  answer.    It  is  probably  be- 
cause the  question  in  its  complete  statement  has  been  so  little 
studied  among  us,  that  the  intellectual  necessity  of  the 
Kantian  answer  has  been  so  little  appreciated.    To  trace  the  /^ 
origin  and  bring  out  the  points  of  the  question,  in  order  to      ' 
the  exhibition  of  that  necessity,  will  be  the  object  of  the 
following  treatise.     To  do  this  thoroughly,  indeed,  woulcL 
carry  us  back  through  Hobbes  to  Bacon.    But  as  presenlf 
limits  do  not  allow  of  so  long  a  journey,  we  must  be  content 
with  showing  Hume's  direct  filiation  to  Locke,  who,  indeed, 
sufficiently  gathered  up  the  results  of  the  '  empirical '  phUo- 
Bophy  of  his  predecessors. 

4.  Such  a  task  is  very  different  from  an  ordinary  undfer-  DiBtinction 
taking  in  literary  history,  and  requires  different  treatment,  y!^^®®" 
To  the  historian  of  literature  a  philosopher  is  interesting,  if  at  historyand 
all,  on  account  of  the  personal  qualities  which  make  a  great  ^®  histoiy 
writer,  and  have  a  permanent  effect  on  letters  and  general  phical  sys- 
culture.  Locke  and  Hume  undoubtedly  had  these  qualities  ^"^ 
and  produced  such  an  effect — an  effect  in  Locke's  case  more 
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intense  upon  the  immediately  following  generations,  bnt  in 
Hume's  more  remarkable  as  having  reappeared  after  near  a 
century  of  apparent  forgetfulness.  Each,  indeed,  like  every 
true  philosopher,  was  the  mouth-piece  of  a  certain  system  of 
thought  determined  for  him  by  the  stage  at  which  he  found 
the  dialectic  movement  that  constitutes  the  progress  of  philo- 
sophy, but  each  gave  to  this  system  the  stamp  of  that 
personal  power  which  persuades  men.  Their  mode  of  expres- 
sion had  none  of  that  academic  or  *  ex  cathedra '  character, 
whicli  has  made  German  philosophy  almost  a  foreign  Utera- 
ture  in  the  country  of  its  birth.  They  wrote  as  citizens  and 
men  of  the  world,  anxious  (in  no  bad  sense)  for  effect ;  and 
even  when  their  conclusions  were  remote  from  popular  belief, 
stUl  presented  them  in  the  flesh  and  blood  of  current  terms 
used  in  the  current  senses.  It  is  not,  however,  in  their 
human  individuality  and  its  effects  upon  literature,  but  as 
the  vehicles  of  a  system  of  thought,  that  it  is  proposed  here 
to  treat  them ;  and  this  purpose  will  best  be  fulfilled  if  we 
follow  the  line  of  their  speculation  without  divergence  into 
literary  criticism  or  history,  without  remarks  either  on  the 
peculiarities  of  their  genius  or  on  any  of  the  secondary 
influences  which  affected  their  writings  or  arose  out  of  them. 
For  a  method  of  this  sort,  it  would  seem,  there  is  some  need 
among  us.  We  have  been  learning  of  late  to  know  much 
more  about  philosophers,  but  it  is  possible  for  knowledge 
about  philosophers  to  flourish  inversely  as  the  knowledge  of 
philosophy.  The  revived  interest  which  is  noticeable  in  the 
history  of  philosophy  may  be  an  indication  either  of  philo- 
sophical vigour  or  of  philosophical  decay.  In  those  whom 
intellectual  indolence,  or  a  misunderstood  and  disavowed 
metaphysic,  has  landed  in  scepticism  there  ofben  survives  a 
curiosity  about  the  literary  history  of  philosophy,  and  the 
writings  which  this  curiosity  produces  tend  furth^  to  spread 
the  notion  that  philosophy  is  a  matter  about  which  there 
has  been  much  guessing  by  great  intellects,  but  no  definite 
truth  is  to  be  attained.  It  is  otherwise  with  those  who  see  in 
philosophy  a  progressive  effort  towards  a  folly-articulated 
conception  of  the  world  as  rational.  To  them  its  past  history 
is  of  interest  as  representing  steps  in  this  progress  whicli 
have  already  been  taken  for  us,  and  which,  if  we  will  make 
them  our  own,  carry  us  so  far  on  our  way  towards  the  freedom 
of  perfect  understanding ;  while  to  ignore  them  is  not  to 
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return  to  the  simplicity  of  a  pre-philosopliic  age,  but  to  con- 
demn onrselves  to  grope  in  the  maze  of  'cultivated  opinion,'  i 
itself  the  confused  result  of  those  past  systems  of  thought 
which  we  will  not  trouble  ourselves  to  think  out. 

5.  The  value  of  that  system  of  thought,  which  found  its  Object  of 
clearest  erpression  in  Hume,  lies  in  its  being:  an  effort  to  think  ^^®  pro8«n 
to  their  logical  issue  certain  notions  which  since  then  have 
become  commonplaces  with  educated  Englishmen,  but  which, 

for  that  reason,  we  must  detach  ourselves  from  popular  con- 
troversy to  appreciate  rightly.  We  are  familiar  enough  with 
these  in  the  form  to  which  adaptation  to  the  needs  of  plausi- 
bility has  gradually  reduced  them,  but  because  we  do  not 
think  them  out  with  the  consistency  of  their  original  ex- 
ponents,  we  miss  their  true  value.  They  do  not  carry  us, 
as  they  will  do  if  we  restore  their  original  significance,  by  an 
intellectual  necessity  to  those  truer  notions  which,  in  fact, 
have  been  their  sequel  in  the  development  of  philosophy,  but 
have  not  yet  found  their  way  into  the  *  culture '  of  our  time. 
An  attempt  to  restore  their  value,  however,  if  this  be  the 
right  view  of  its  nature,  cannot  but  seem  at  first  sight  invi- 
dious. It  will  seem  as  if,  while  we  talk  of  their  value,  we 
were  impertinently  trying  to  *pull  them  to  pieces.'  But 
those  who  understand  the  difference  between  philosophical 
failures,  which  are  so  because  they  are  anachronisms,  and 
those  which  in  their  failure  have  brought  out  a  new  truth 
and  compelled  a  step  forward  in  the  progress  of  thought,  will 
understand  that  a  process,  which  looks  like  pulling  a  great 
philosopl^er  to  pieces,  may  be  the  true  way  of  showing 
reverence  for  his  greatness.  It  is  a  Pharisaical  way  of 
building  the  sepulchres  of  philosophers  to  profess  their  doc- 
trine or  extol  their  genius  without  making  their  spirit  our 
own.  The  genius  of  Locke  and  Hume  was  their  readiness 
to  follow  the  lead  of  Ideas :  their  spirit  was  the  spirit  of 
Bationalism — the  jgmt^  which,  however  baffled  and  forced 
ifAJj]£j7T)fliftf/>|it^adnussions,  is  still  goypyria^  ^^y  ^v>q  faifli 
thfl-f,  g^,11  t^^ug"^t»-y  uitiT^fttftly  hfi  uTTflprfltft^fl  We  best  do 
reverence  to  theur  genius,  we  most  truly  appropriate  their 
spirit,  in  so  exploring  the  difficulties  to  which  their  enquiry 
led,  as  to  find  in  them  the  suggestion  of  a  theory  which  may 
help  us  to  walk  firmly  where  they  stumbled  and  fell.  ^ 

6.  About  Locke,  as  about"  every  other  philosopher,  the  w^fem 
essential  questions  are.  What  was  his  problem,  and  what  was  and 

method. 


6 


QENERAL  INTRODUCTION. 


/ 


Hia  notion 
of  the 
tliinking 
thing.' 


This  he 
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sively ob- 
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his  method  9  Locke,  as  a  man  of  business,  gives  us  the 
answers  at  starting.  His  problem  was  the  origin  of  ^  ideas' 
in  the  individaal  man,  and  their  connection  as  constituting 
knowledge :  his  method  that  of  simply  ^  looking  into  his  own 
understanding  and  seeing  how  it  wrought.'  These  answers 
commend  themselves  to  common  sense,  and  still  form  the 
text  of  popular  psychology.  K  its  confidence  in  their  value, 
as  explained  by  Locke,  is  at  all  beginning  to  be  shaken,  this 
is  not  because,  according  to  a  strict  logical  development, 
they  issued  in  Hume's  unanswered  scepticism,  which  was  too 
subtle  for  popular  effect,  but  because  they  are  now  open  to  a 
rougher  battery  from  the  physiologists.  Our  concern  at 
present  is  merely  to  show  their  precise  meaning,  and  the 
difficulties  which  according  to  this  meaning  they  involve. 

7.  There  are  two  propositions  on  which  Locke  is  constantly 
insisting :  one,  that  the  object  of  his  investigation  is  his  own 
mind ;  the  other,  that  his  attitude  towards  this  object  is  that 
of  mere  observation.  He  speaks  of  his  own  mind,  it  is  to  be 
noticed,  just  as  he  might  of  his  own  body.  It  meant  some- 
thing bom  with,  and  dependent  on,  the  particular  animal 
organism  that  first  saw  the  light  at  Wrington  on  a  particular 
day  in  1682.  It  was  as  exclusive  of  other  minds  as  his  body 
of  other  bodies,  and  he  could  only  infer  a  resemblance  be- 
tween them  and  it.  With  all  his  animosity  to  the  coarse 
spiritualism  of  the  doctrine  of  innate  ideas,  he  was  the  victim 
of  the  same  notion  which  gave  that  doctrine  its  falsehood  and 
grotesqueness.  He,  just  as  much  as  the  untutored  Cartesian, 
regarded  the  ^  minds '  of  different  men  as  so  many^  different 
things ;  and  his  refutation  of  the  objectionable  hypothesis 
proceeds  wholly  from  this  view.  Whether  the  mind  is  put 
complete  into  the  body,  or  is  bom  and  grows  with  it ;  whether 
it  has  certain  characters  stamped  upon  it  to  begin  with,  or 
receives  all  its  ideas  through  the  senses ;  whether  it  is  simple 
and  therefore  indiscerptible,  or  compound  and  therefore 
perishable — all  these  questions  to  Locke,  as  to  his  opponents, 
concern  a  multitude  of  '  thinking  things '  in  him  and  them, 
merely  individual,  but  happening  to  be  pretty  much  alike. 

8.  This  '  thinking  thing,'  then,  as  he  finds  it  in  himself, 
the  philosopher,  according  to  Locke,  has  merely  and  passively 
to  observe,  in  order  to  understand  the  nature  of  knowledge. 
*  I  could  look  into  nobody's  understanding  but  my  own  to 
see  how  it  wrought,'  he  says,  but  *  I  think  the  intellectual 
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facnltieB  are  made  and  operate  alike  in  most  men.    Bnt  if  it 
should  happen  not  to  be  so,  I  can  only  make  it  my  humble 
request,  in  my  own  name  and  in  the  name  of  those  that  are 
of  my  size,  who  find  their  minds  work,  reason,  and  know  in 
the  same  low  way  that  mine  does,  that  the  men  of  a  more 
happy  genius  will  show  us  the  way  of  their  nobler  flights.' — 
(Second  Letter  to  Bishop  of  Worcester.)     As  will  appear  in 
the  sequel,  it  is  from  this  imaginary  method  of  ascertaining  , 
the  origin  and  nature  of  knowledge  by  passive  observation  of ' 
what  goes  on  in  one's  own  mind  that  the  embarrassments  of  | 
Locke's  system  flow.    It  was  the  function  of  Hume  to  exhibit  I     >* ' 
the  radical  flaw  in  his  master's  method  by  following  it  with  1 
more  than  his  master's  rigour. 

9.  As  an  observation  of  the  *  thinking  thing,'  the  *  philo-  Is  wch  ob- 
sophy  of  mind '  seems  to  assume  the  character  of  a  natural  ^^bie^ 
science,  and  thus  at  once  acquires  definiteness,  and  if  not  cer- 
tainty, at  least  plausibility.  To  deny  the  possibility  of  such 
obsaration,  in  any  proper  sense  of  the  word,  is  for  most  men 
to  tamper  with  the  unquestioned  heritage  of  all  educated 
intelligence.  Hence  the  unpalatability  of  a  consistent  Posi- 
tivism ;  hence,  too,  on  the  other  side,  the  general  conviction 
that  the  Hegelian  reduction  of  Psychology  to  Metaphysics  is 
either  an  intellectual  juggle,  or  a  wilfdl  return  of  the  philo- 
sophy, which  psychologists  had  washed,  to  the  mire  of 
scholasticism.  It  is  the  more  important  to  ascertain  what 
the  observation  in  question  precisely  means.  What  observes, 
and  what  is  observed  ?  According  to  Locke  (and  empirical 
psychology  has  never  substantially  varied  the  answer)  the 
matter  to  be  observed  consists  for  each  man  firstly  in  certain 
impressions  of  his  own  individual  mind^  by  which  this  mind 
firom  being  a  mere  blank  has  become  furnished — by  which, 
in  other  words,  his  mind  has  become  actually  a  mind;  and, 
secondly,  in  certain  operations,  which  the  mind,  thus  consti- 
tuted, performs  upon  the  materials  which  constitute  it.  The 
observer,  all  the  while,  is  the  constituted  mind  itself.  The 
question  at  once  arises,  how  the  developed  man  can  observe 
in  himself  (and  it  is  only  to  himself,  according  to  Locke, 
that  he  can  look)  that  primitive  state  in  which  his  mind  was 
a '  tabula  rasa.'  In  the  first  place,  that  only  can  be  observed 
which  is  present ;  and  the  state  in  question  to  the  supposed 
observer  is  past.  If  it  be  replied  that  it  is  recalled  by  me- 
mory, there  is  the  farther  objection  that  memory  only  recalls 
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gard to 

sensation. 


what  has  been  previously  known,  and  how  is  a  man's  own 
primitive  consciousness,  as  yet  void  of  the  content  which  is 
supposed  to  come  to  it  through  impressions,  originaUy  known 
to  him  9  .  How  can  the  '  tabula  rasa '  be  cognisant  of  itself? 

10.  The  cover  under  which  this  difficulty  was  hidden  from 
Locke,  as  from  popular  psychologists  ever  since,  consists  in 
the  implicit  assumption  of  certain  ideas,  either  as  possessed 
by  or  acting  upon  the  mind  in  the  supposed  primitive  state, 
which  are  yet  held  to  be  arrived  at  by  a  gradual  process  of 
comparison,  abstraction,  and  generalisation.  This  assump- 
tion, which  renders  the  whole  system  resting  upon  the  inter- 
rogation of  consciousness  a  paralogism,  is  yet  the  condition 
of  its  apparent  possibility.  It  is  only  as  already  charged 
with  a  content  which  is  yet  (and  for  the  individual,  truly) 
maintained  to  be  the  gradual  acquisition  of  experience,  that 
the  primitive  consciousness  has  any  answer  to  give  to  its 
interrogator. 

11.  Let  us  consider  the  passage  where  Locke  sums  up  his 
theory  of  the  *  original  of  our  ideas.'  (Book  ii.  chap,  i, 
sec.  23,  24.)  ^  Since  there  appear  not  to  be  any  ideas  in  the 
mind,  before  the  senses  have  conveyed  any  in,  I  conceive 
that  ideas  in  the  understanding  are  coeval  with  sensation ; 
which  is  such  an  impression,  made  in  some  part  of  the  body, 
as  produces  some  perception  in  the  understanding.  It  is 
about  these  impressions  made  on  our  senses  by  outward 
objects,  that  the  mind  seems  first  to  employ  itself  in  such 
operations  as  we  call  perception,  remembering,  considera- 
tion, reasoning,  &c.  In  time  the  mind  comes  to  reflect  on 
its  own  operations  about  the  ideas  got  by  sensation,  and 
thereby  stores  itself  with  a  new  set  of  ideas,  which  I  call 
ideas  of  reflection.  These  impressions  that  are  made  on  our 
senses  by  outward  objects,  that  are  extrinsical  to  the  mind ; 
and  its  own  operations,  proceeding  from  powers  intrinsical 
and  proper  to  itself,  which,  when  reflected  on  by  itself,  be- 
come also  objects  of  its  contemplation,  are,  as  I  have  said, 
the  original  of  all  knowledge.' 

12.  Can  we  from  this  passage  elicit  a  distinct  accoimt  of 
the  beginning  of  intelligence  9  In  the  first  place  it  consists 
in  an  *  idea,'  and  an  idea  is  elsewhere  (Introduction,  sec.  8) 
stated  to  be  '  whatsoever  is  the  object  of  the  understanding, 
when  a  man  thinks.'  But  the  primary  idea  is  an  '  idea  of 
sensation.'    Does  this  mean  that  the  primary  idea  i$  a  sen- 
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sation,  or  is  a  distinction  to  be  made  between  the  sensation 
and  the  idea  thereof?    The  passage  before  ns  would  seem  to 
imply  snch  a  distinction.     Looking  merely  to  it,  we  should 
probably  say  that  by  sensation  Locke  meant  '  an  impression 
or  motion  in  some  part  of  the  body ;  *  by  the  idea  of  sensation 
^  a  perception  in  the  understanding/  which  this  impression 
produces.    The  account  of  perception  itself  gives  a  different 
result     (Book  n.  chap.  ix.  sec.  8.)     *  Whatever  impressions 
are  made  on  the  outward  parts,  if  they  are  not  taken  notice 
of  within,  there  is  no  perception.     IHre  may  bum  our  bodies 
with  no  other  efEect  than  it  does  a  billet,  unless  the  motion 
be  continued  to  the  brain,  and  there  the  sense  of  heat  or  idea 
of  pain  be  produced  in  the  mind,  wherein  consists  actual 
perception.*    Here  sensation  is  identified  at  once  with  the 
idea  and  with  perception,  as  opposed  to  the  impression  on 
the  bodily  organs.'     To  confound  the  confusion  still  farther, 
in  a  passage  immediately  preceding  the  above,  *  Perception,* 
here  identified  with  the  idea  of  sensation,  has  been  distin- 
guished from  it,  as  '  exercised  about  it.*    ^  Perception,  as  it 
is  the  first  faculty  of  the  mind  exercised  about  our  ideas,  so 
it  is  the  first  and  simplest  idea  we  have  firom  refiection.* 
Taking  Locke  at  his  word,  then,  we  find  the  beginning  of 
intelUgence    to  consist  in    having   an   idea  of  sensation. 
This  idea,  however,  we  perceive,  and  to  perceive  is  to  have 
an  idea ;  i.e.  to  have  an  idea  of  an  idea  of  sensation.    But 
of  perception  again  we  have  a  simple  or  primitive  idea. 
Therefore  the  beginning  of  intelligence  consists  in  having  an       ^ 
idea  of  an  idea  of  an  idea  of  sensation. 

13.  By  insisting  on  Locke's  account  of  the  relation  between  (&)  In  re- 
the  ideas  of  sensation  and  those  of  reflection  we  might  be  ^^g^^^ 
brought  to  a  different  but  not  more  luminous  conclusion.    In  nficctioD. 
the  passages  quoted  above,  where  this  relation  is  most  folly 
spoken  of,  it  appears  that  the  latter  are  essentially  sequent 
to  those  of  sensation.     '  In  time  the  mind  comes  to  reflect  on 
its  own  operations,  about  the  ideas  got  by  sensation,  and 
thereby  stores  itself  with  a  new  set  of  ideaa,  which  I  call 
ideas  of  reflection.'    Of  these  only  two  are  primary  and  ori- 

'  Gf.  Book  n.  chap.  six. sec  1.    'The  thinking,  ftimishes  the  mind   with  a 

ferceptiUmt  whidi  actually  accompanies  distinct  idea  which  we  call  aensoHon  ; 

and  M  annexed  to  any  impression  on  the  which  is,  as  it  were,  the  actual  entrance 

body,  made  "by  an  external  olject^  being  of  any  idea  into  the  ondemtanding  by  ) 

distinct  from  aU  other  modifications  of  the  senses.'  ^ 
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ginal  (Book  ii.  cxxi.  sec.  78),viz.motivity  or  power  of  moving, 
with  which  we  are  not  at  present  concerned^  and  perceptivitj 
or  power  of  perception.  But  according  to  Locke,  as  we  have 
seen,  there  cannot  be  anj,  the  simplest,  idea  of  sensation 
without  perception.  If,  then,  the  idea  of  perception  is 
only  given  later  and  upon  reflection,  we  must  suppose  per- 
ception to  take  place  without  any  idea  of  it.  But  with  Locke 
to  have  an  idea  and  to  perceive  are  equivalent  terms.  We 
must  thus  conclude  that  the  beginning  of  knowledge  is  an 
unperceived  perception,  which  is  against  his  express  state- 
ment elsewhere  (Book  ii.  c.  zxvii.  sec.  9),  that  it  is  ^  impos- 
sible for  any  one  to  perceive  without  perceiving  that  he  does 
perceive.' 
What  is  14.  Meanwhile  a  perpetual  equivocation  is  kept  up  between 

impresfiol?  ^  supposed  impression  on  the  ^outward  parts,'  and  a  supposed 
impression  on  the  '  tablet  of  the  mind.'  It  is  not  the  im- 
pression upon,  or  a  motion  in,  the  outward  parts,  as  Locke 
admits,  that  constitutes  the  idea  of  sensation.  It  is  not  an 
agitation  in  the  tympanum  of  the  ear,  or  a  picture  on  the 
retina  of  the  eye,  that  we  are  conscious  of  when  we  see  a 
sight  or  hear  a  sound.^  The  motion  or  impression,  however, 
has  only,  as  he  seems  to  suppose,  to  be  ^  continued  to  the 
brain/  and  it  becomes  an  idea  of  sensation.  Notwithstand- 
ing the  rough  line  of  distinction  between  soul  and  body, 
which  he  draws  elsewhere,  his  theory  was  practically 
governed  by  the  supposition  of  a  cerebral  something,  in 
which,  as  in  a  third  equivocal  tablet,  the  imaginary  mental 
and  bodily  tablets  are  blended.  If,  however,  the  idea  of  sen- 
sation, as  an  object  of  the  understanding  when  a  man  thinks, 
differs  absolutely  from  '  a  motion  of  the  outward  parts,'  it 
does  so  no  less  absolutely,  however  language  and  metaphor 
may  disguise  the  difference,  from  such  motion  as  ^  continued 
to  the  brain.'  An  instructed  man,  doubtless,  may  come  to 
think  about  a  motion  in  his  brain,  as  about  a  motion  of  the 
earth  round  the  sun,  but  to  speak  of  such  motion  as  an  idea 
of  sensation  or  an  immediate  object  of  intelligent  sense,  is  to 
confuse  between  the  object  of  consciousness  and  a  possible 
physical  theory  of  the  conditions  of  that  consciousness.    It  is 

*  Cf.  Locke's  own  statement  (Book  ideas ;  and  two  ideas  so  different  and 

in.  iy.  sec.  10).    'The  cause  of  any  distant  one  from  another,  that  no  two 

sensation,  and  the  sensation  itself^  in  all  can  be  more  so.' 
the  simple  ideas  of  one  sense,  are  two 
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only,  however,  by  such  an  equiyocation  that  any  idea,  accord- 
ing to  Locke's  account  of  the  idea,  can  be  described  as  an 
^  impression '  at  all,  or  that  the  representation  of  the  mind  as 
a  tablet,  whether  bom  blank  or  with  characters  stamped  on 
it,  has  even  an  apparent  meaning.  A  metaphor,  interpreted  ^ 
as  a  fact,  becomes  the  basis  of  his  philosophical  system.- 

s  applied  to  the  ideas  of  reflection,  indeed,  the  meta-  Does  the 
phor  loses  even  its  plausibility.     In  its  application  to  the  pindmako 
ideas  of  sensation  it  gains  popular  acceptance  from  the  ready  BioDson 
confusion  of  thought  and  matter  in  the  imaginary  cerebral  itself? 
tablet,  and  the  supposition  of  actual  impact  upon  this  by 
^  outward  things.'    But  in  the  case  of  ideas  of  reflection,  it  is 
the  mind  that  at  once  gives  and  takes  the  impression.    It 
must  be  supposed,  that  is,  to  make  impressions  on  itself. 
There  is  the  further  difficully  that  as  perception  is  necessary 
in  order  to  give  an  idea  of  sensation,  the  impress  of  percep- 
tioD  must  be  taken  by  the  mind  in  its  earliest  receptivity ; 
or,  in  other  words,  it  must  impress  itself  while  stUl  a  blank,  | 
Btfll  void  of  any  '  furniture '  wherewith  to  make  the  impres- 
sion.   There  is  no  escape  from  this  result  unless  we  suppose 
perception  to  precede  the  idea  of  it  by  some  interval  of  time, 
which  lands  us,  as  we  have  seen,  in  ^e  counter  difficulty  of 
supposing  an  unperceived  perception.    Locke  disguises  the 
difficulty  from  himself  and  his  reader  by  constantly  shifting 
both  the  receptive  subject  and  the  impressive  matter.     We 
find  the  *  tablet '  perpetually  receding.     First  it  is  the  *  out- 
ward part '  or  bodily  organ.     Then  it  is  the  brain,  to  which 
the  impression  received  by  the  outward  part  must  somehow 
be  continued,  in  order  to  produce  sensation.    Then  it  is  the 
perceptive  mind,  which  takes  an  impression  of  the  sensation 
or  has  an  idea  of  it.    Finally,  it  is  the  reflective  mind,  upon 
which  in  turn  the  perceptive  mind  makes  impressions.    But 
the  hasty  reader,  when  he  is  told  that  the  mind  is  passively  \ 
impressed  with  ideas  of  reflection,  is  apt  to  forget  that  the   ' 
matter  which  thus  impresses  it  is,  according  to  Locke's  show- 
ing, simply  its  perceptive,  i.e.  its  passive,  self. 

16.  The  real  source  of  these  embarrassments  in  Locke's  Source  of 
theory,  it  must  be  noted,  lies  in  the  attempt  to  make  the  in- 1  ^J^^^^^' 
dividual  consciousness  give  an  answer  to  its  interrogator  as  ) 
to  the  beginning  of  knowledge.    The  individual  looking  back  ' 
on  an  imaginary  earliest  experience  pronounces  himself  in 
that  experience  to  have  been  simply  sensitive  and  passive. 
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The        ^  But  by  this  he  means  consciously  sensitive   of  somethitig 
'simple'      and  consciously  passive  in  relation  to  something.     That  is,  he 
ii^kede-     supposes  the  primitive  experience  to  have  involved  conscious- 
scribes  it,    ness  of  a  self  on  the  one  hand  and  of  a  thing  on  the  other^ 
pleV*  kSk   ^  ^^^^  as  of  a  relation  between  the  two.     In  the  '  idea  of 
of  sub-       sensation'  as  Locke  conceived    it,  such  a  consciousness  is 
relatbn*^^  clearly  implied,  notwithstanding  his  confusion  of  terms.    The 
idea  is  a  perception,  or  consciousness  of  a  thing,  as  opposed 
to  a  sensation  proper  or  aflfection  of  the  bodily  organs.     Of 
the  perception,  again,  there  is  an  idea,  i.e.  a  consciousness 
by  the  man,  in  the  perception,  of  himself  in  negative  relation 
to  the  thing  that  is  his  object,  and  this  consciousness  (if  we 
would  make  Locke  consistent  in  excluding  an  unperceived 
perception)  must  be  taken  to  go  along  with  the  perceptive 
act  itself.    No  less  than  this  indeed  can  be  involved  in  any 
act  that  is  to  be  the  beginning  of  knowledge  at  all.    It  is  the 
minimum  of  possible  thought  or  intelligehce,  and  the  think- 
ing man,  looking  for  this  beginning  in  the  earliest  experience 
of  the  individual  human  animal,  must  needs  find  it  there. 
But  this  means  no  less  than  that  he  is  finding  there  already 
the  conceptions  of  substance  and  relation.     Hence  a  double 
contradiction :  firstly,  a  contradiction  between  the  primari- 
ness  of  self-conscious  cognisance  of  a  thing,  as  the  beginning 
of  possible  knowledge,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  primariness 
j  of  animal  sensation  in  the  history  of  the  individual  man  on 
j  the  other ;  secondly,  a  contradiction  between  the  primariness 
:  in  knowledge  of  the  ideas  of  substance  and  relation,  and  the 
seemingly  gradual  attainment  of  these  '  abstractions '  by  the 
individual  intellect.    The  former  of  these  contradictions  is 
blurred  by  Locke  in  the  two  main  confusions  which  we  have 
so  far  noticed :  (a)  the  confusion  between  sensation  proper 
and  perception,  which  is  covered  under  the  phrase  *  idea  of 
sensation ; '  a  phrase  which,  if  sensation  means  the  first  act  of 
intelligence,  is  pleonastic,  and  if  it  means  the  '  motion  of  the 
outward  parts  continued  to  the  brain,'  is  unmeaning ;  and  (&) 
the  confusion  between  the  physical  affection  of  the  brain  and 
the  act  of  the  self-conscious  subject,  covered  under  the  equi- 
vocal metaphor  of  impression.    The  latter  contradiction,  that 
concerning  the  ideas  of   substance  and  relation,  has  to  be 
fiirther  considered. 
^^teSic-        ^  ^*  ■'■*'  ^  ^^*  difficult  to  show  that  to  have  a  simple  idea, 
tion  is  dis-  according  to  Locke's  account  of  it,  means  to  have  already  the 
guised. 
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conception  of  substance  and  relation,  wbich  are  yet  according  I 
to  him  ^  complex  and  derived  ideas/  '  the  workmanship  of  j 
the  mind '  in  opposition  to  its  original  material,  the  result  { 
of  its  action  in  opposition  to  what  is  given  it  as  passive,  i 
The  equivocation  in  terms  under  which  this  contradiction 
is  generally  covered  is  that  between  ^  idea '  and  ^  quality/ 
^  Whatever  the  mind  perceives  in  itself,  or  is  the  immediate 
object  of  perception,  thought,  or  xmderstanding,  that  I  call 
idea ;  and  the  power  to  produce  that  idea  I  call  quality  of  the 
subject  wherein  that  power  is.      Thus  a  snowball  having 
power  to  produce  in  us  the  ideas  of  white,  cold,  and  round, 
the  powers  to  produce  these  ideas  in  us,  as  they  are  in  the 
snowball,  I  call  qualities ;  and  as  they  are  sensations  or  per- 
ceptions in  our  understandings,  I  call  them  ideas;  which 
ideas,  if  I  speak  of  sometimes  as  in  the  things  themselves,  I 
would  be  understood  to  mean  those  qualities  in  the  object 
which  produce  them  in  us.'     (Book  ii.  chap.  viii.  sec.  8.) 

18.  An  equivocation  is  not  the  less  so  because  it  is  an-  Locke's 
nounced.     It  is  just  because  Locke  allows  himself  at  his  ^^J^^' 
convenience  to  interchange  the  terms  '  idea '  and  ^  quality '  ing*idea' 
that  his  doctrine  is  at  once  so  plausible  and  so  hollow.     The  f  q^^^  i 
essential  question  is  whether  the  ^simple  idea,'  as  the  original  and  its  ' 
of  knowledge,  is  on  the  one  hand  a  mere  feeling,  or  on  the  ®ff®<^ts. 
other  a  thing  or  quality  of  a  thing.     This  question  is  the 
crux  of  empirical  psychologv#    Adopting  the  one  alternative, 
we  have  to  face  the  difficulty  of  the  genesis  of  knowledge,  as 
an  apprehension  of  the  real,  out  of  mere  feeling ;  adopting 
the  other,  we  virtually  endow  the  nascent  intelligence  with 
the  conception  of  substance.     By  playing  fast  and  loose  with 
Mdea'  and  'quality,'  Locke  disguised  the  dilenmia  from 
himself.     Here  again  the  metaphor  of  Impression  did  him 
yeoman's  service.    The  idea,  or  *  immediate  object  of  thought,' 
being  confused  with  the  affection  of  the  sensitive  organs,  and 
this  again  being  accounted  for  as  the  result  of  actual  impact, 
it  was  easy  to  represent  the  idea  itself  as  caused  by  the 
action  of  an  outward  body  on  the  'mental  tablet.'    Thus 
Locke  speaks  of  the  '  objects  of  our  senses  obtruding  their 
particular   ideas  on  our  minds,  whether  we  will  or  no.' 
(Book  II.  chap.  i.  sec.  25.)     This  sentence  holds  in  solution  an 
assumption  and  two  fallacies.     The  assumption  (with  which 
we  hare  no  further  concern  here)  is  the  physical  theory  that 
matter  affects  the  sensitive  organs   in   the  way  of  actual 
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impact.  Of  the  fallacies,  one  is  the  confiision  between  this 
affection  and  the  idea  of  which  it  is  the  occasion  to  the  indi- 
vidual ;  the  other  is  the  implication  that  this  idea,  as  such, 
in  its  prime  simplicity,  recognises  itself  as  the  result  of,  and 
refers  itself  as  a  quality  to,  the  matter  supposed  to  cause 
it.  This  recognition  and  reference,  it  is  clearly  implied,  are 
involyed  in  the  idea  itself,  not  merely  made  by  the  philo- 
sopher theorising  it.  Otherwise  the  *  obtrusion '  woidd  be 
described  as  of  a  property  or  effect,  not  of  an  idea,  which 
means,  it  must  be  remembered,  the  object  of  consciousness 
just  as  the  object  of  consciousness.  Of  the  same  purport  is 
the  statement  that  ^  the  mind  is  furnished  with  simple  ideas 
as  they  are  found  in  exterior  things.  (Book  ii.  chap,  zxiii. 
sec.  1.)  It  only  requires  a  moment's  consideration,  indeed, 
to  see  that  the  beginning  of  consciousness  cannot  be  a  phy- 
sical theory,  which,  however  true  it  may  be  and  however 
natural  it  may  have  become  to  us,  involves  not  only  the  com- 
plex conception  of  material  impact,  but  the  application  of 
this  to  a  case  having  no  palpable  likeness  to  it.  But  the 
\  *  interrogator  of  consciousness '  finds  in  its  primitive  state 
'  just  what  he  puts  there,  and  thus  Locke,  with  all  his  pains 
*  to  set  his  mind  at  a  distance  from  itself,'  involuntaK^  sup- 
poses it,  in  the  first  element  of  intelligence,  to  ^  reporf '  that 
action  of  matter  upon  itself,  which,  as  the  result  of  a  familiar 
theory — involving  not  merely  the  conceptions  of  substance, 
power,  and  relation,  but  special  qualifications  of  these — it 
reports  to  the  educated  man. 
Primary  19.  This  wiU  appear  more  clearly  upon  an  examination  of 

swondary  ^^®  doctrine  of '  the  ideas  of  primary  and  secondary  qualities 
qualities  of  of  bodics.'  The  distinction  between  them  he  states  as  follows, 
bodies^  rpj^Q  primary  qualities  of  bodies  are  *  the  bulk,  figure,  number, 
situation,  motion,  and  rest  of  their  solid  parts ;  these  are  in 
them,  whether  we  perceive  them  or  no ;  and  when  they  are 
of  that  size  that  we  can  discover  them,  we  have  by  these  an 
idea  of  the  thing  as  it  is  in  itself.'  •  .  •  Thus  'the  ideas 
of  primary  qualities  are  resemblances  of  them,  and  their 
patterns  do  really  exist  in  the  bodies  themselves.  But  the 
ideas  produced  in  us  by  the  secondary  qualities  have  no  re- 
semblance of  them  at  all.  There  is  nothing  like  them  exist- 
ing in  the  bodies  themselves.  They  are  in  the  bodies,  we 
denominate  from  them,  only  a  power  to  produce  the^e  sensa- 
tions in  us ;  and  what  is  sweet,  blue,  or  warm  in  idea  is  but 
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the  certain  bnlk^  fig^are,  and  motion  of  the  insensible  parts 
in  the  bodies  themselves  which  we  call  so.'  This  power  is 
then  explained  to  be  of  two  sorts :  (a)  *  The  power  that  is  in 
any  body,  by  reason  of  its  insensible  primary  qnalities,  to 
operate  after  a  pecnliar  manner  on  any  of  our  senses,  and 
thereby  prodnce  in  us  bhe  different  ideas  of  several  colours, 
sounds,  smells,  tastes,  &c.  These  are  usually  called  sensible 
qualities.  (5)  The  power  that  is  in  any  body,  by  reason  of  the 
particular  constitution  of  its  primary  qualities,  to  make  such 
a  change  in  the  bulk,  figure,  texture,  and  motion  of  another 
body,  as  to  make  it  operate  differently  on  our  senses  firom 
what  it  did  before.  Thus  the  sun  has  a  power  to  make  wax 
white,  and  fire  to  make  lead  fluid.  These  are  usually  called 
powers.'     (Book  li.  chap.  viii.  sec.  15,  23.) 

20.  What  we  have  here  is  a  theory  of  the  causes  of  simple  ;  Simple 
ideas ;  but  we  shall  find  Locke  constantly  representing  this  i^ntod 
theory  as  a  simple  idea  itself,  or  the  simple  idea  as  involviug  as  IdtoIv- 
this  theory.    By  this  unconscious  device  he  is  enabled  readily  ^^j*j*  ^^ 
to  exhibit  the  genesis  of  knowledge  out  of  '  simple  ideas,'  its  own 
but  it  is  at  the  cost  of  converting  these  into  *  creations  of  the  ^^^' 
mind,'  which  with  him  are  the  antitheses  of  'facts'  or 

*  reality.'  The  process  of  conversion  takes  a  different  form 
as  applied  respectively  to  the  ideas  of  primary  and  to  those 
of  secondary  qualities.  We  propose  to  follow  it  in  the  latter 
application  first. 

21.  The  simple  idea  caused  by  a  quality  he  calls  the  idea  phrases  m 
0^  that  quality.  Under  cover  of  this  phrase,  he  not  only  fWchtWs 
identifies  the  idea  of  a  primary  quality  with  the  quality  itself 

of  which  he  supposes  it  to  be  a  copy,  but  he  also  habitually 
regards  the  idea  of  a  secondary  quality  as  the  consciousness 
of  a  quality  of  a  thdng,  though  under  warning  that  the  quality 
as  it  is  to  consciousness  is  not  as  it  is  in  the  thing.  This  re- 
servation rather  adds  to  the  confusion.  There  are  in  fact,  ac- 
cording to  Locke,  as  appears  from  his  distinction  between 
the  '  nominal'  and  'real  essence,'  two  different  things  denoted 
by  every  •common  noun;  the  thing  as  it  is  in  itself  or  in 
nature,  and  the  thing  as  it  is  for  consciousness.  The  former 
is  the  thing  as  constituted  by  a  certain  configuration  of  par- 
ticles, which  is  only  an  object  for  the  physical  philosopher, 
and  never  fuUy  cognisable  even  by  him ;  *  the  latter  is  the 

>  Thifl  distinction  is  more  ftiUy  treated  below,  paragraplui  88,  &c« 
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thing  as  we  see  and  hear  and  smell  it.  Now  to  a  thing  in 
this  latter  sense,  according  to  Locke,  such  a  simple  idea  as 
'  to  the  philosopher  is  one  of  a  secondary  quality  (i.e.  not  a  copy, 
but  an  effect,  of  something  in  a  body),  is  already  in  the 
origin  of  knowledge  referred  as  a  quality,  though  without 
distinction  of  primary  and  secondary*  He  does  not  indeed 
state  this  in  so  many  words.  To  have  done  so  might  have 
forced  him  to  reconsider  his  doctrine  of  the  mere  passivity 
of  the  mind  in  respect  of  simple  ideas.  But  it  is  implied  in 
his  constant  use  of  such  phrases  as  ^  reports  of  the  senses,' 
^  inlet  through  the  senses ' — which  have  no  meaning  unless 
something  is  reported,  something  let  in — and  in  the  familiar 
comparison  of  the  understanding  to  a  '  closet,  wholly  shut 
from  light,  with  only  some  little  opening  left,  to  let  in 
external  visible  resemblances,  or  ideas,  of  things  without.' 
(Book  II.  chap.  xi.  sec.  17.) 
Feeling  22.  Phraseology  of  this  kind,  the  standing  heritage  of  the 

and  felt  philosophy  which  seeks  the  origin  of  knowledge  in  sensation, 
confused,  assumes  that  the  individual  sensation  is  from  the  first  con- 
^sciously  representative ;  that  it  is  more  than  what  it  is  simply 
in  itself — fleeting,  momentary,  unnameable  (because,  while  we 
name  it,  it  hgiS  become  another),  and  for  the  same  reason  un- 
knowable, the  very  negation  of  knowability ;  that  it  shows  the 
presence  of  sometiking,  whether  this  be  a  *body '  to  which  it  is 
referred  as  a  quality,  or  a  mind  of  which  it  is  a  modification, 
or  be  ultimately  reduced  to  the  permanent  conditions  of  its 
own  possibility.  This  assumption  for  the  present  has  merely 
to  be  pointed  out ;  its  legitimacy  need  not  be  discussed.  Nor 
need  we  now  discuss  the  attempts  that  have  been  made  since 
Locke  to  show  that  mere  sensations,  dumb  to  begin  with,  may 
yet  become  articulate  upon  repetition  and  combination;  which 
in  fact  endow  them  with  a  faculty  of  inference,  and  suppose 
that  though  primarily  they  report  nothing  beyond  themselves, 
they  yet  somehow  come  to  do  so  as  an  explanation  of  their 
own  recurrence.  The  sensational  theory  in  Locke  is  still,  so 
to  speak,  unsopldati^ated.  It  is  true  that,  in  concert  vdth 
that  'thinking  gentleman,'  Mr.  Molyneux,  he  had  satisfied 
himself  that  what  we  reckon  simple  ideas  are  often  really 
inferences  from  such  ideas  which  by  habit  have  become  in- 
stinctive ;  but  his  account  of  this  habitual  process  presupposes 
i  the  reference  of  sensation  to  a  thing.  *  When  we  set  before 
our  ey^s  a  round  globe  of  any  uniform  colour,  it  is  certain 
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that  the  idea  thereby  imprinted  in  our  mind  is  of  a  flat  circle, 
ymonslj  shadowed  with  several  degrees  of  light  and  bright- 
ness coming  to  our  eyes.     But  we  having  bj  use  been  accus- 
tomed to  perceive  what  kind  of  appearance  convex  bodies 
are  wont  to  make  in  us,  what  alterations  are  made  in  the 
reflections  of  light  by  the  difference  of  the  sensible  figures  of 
bodies ;  the  judgment  presently,  by  an  habitual  custom,  alters 
the  appearances  into  their  causes.     So  that  from  that  which 
truly  is  variety  of  colour  or  shadow,  collecting  the  figure,  it 
makes  it  pass  for  a  mark  of  figure,  and  frames  to  itself  the 
perception  of  a  convex  figure,  and  an  uniform  colour.'  (Book 
n.  chap.  iz.  sec.  8.)     The  theory  here  stated  involves  two 
assumptions,  each  inconsistent  with  the  simplicity  of  the 
simple  idea,      (a)   The  actual  impression  of   the    'plane 
variously  coloured '  is  supposed  to  pronounce  itself  to  be  of 
something  outward.     Once  call  the  sensation  an  'impression,' 
indeed,  or  call  it  anything,  and  this  or  an  analagous  sub- 
stantiation of  it  is  implied.      It  is  only  as  thus  reporting 
something  'objective'  that  the  simple  idea  of  the  plane 
variously  coloured  gives  anything  to  be  corrected  by  the 
'perception  of  the  kind  of  appearance  convex  bodies  are 
wont  to  make  in  us,'  i.e.  '  of  the  alterations  made  in  the  re- 
flections of  light  by  the  difference  of  the  sensible  figure  of 
bodies.'     This  perception,  indeed,  as  described,  is  already 
itself  just  the  instinctive  judgment  which  has  to  be  accounted 
for,  and  though  this   objection  might  be  met  by  a  better 
statement,  yet  no  statement  could  serve  Locke's  purpose 
which  did  not  make  assumption  (b)  that  sensations  of  light 
and  colour — '  simple  ideas  of  secondary  qualities ' — ^are  in 
the  very  beginning  of  knowledge  appearances,  if  not  of  convex 
bodies,  yet  of  bodies;  if  not  of  bodies,  yet  of  something  which 
they  reveal,  which  remains  there  while  they  pass  away. 

23.  The  same  assumption  is  patent  in  Locke's  account  of  rpj^^  gjmplo 
the  distinction  between  '  real  and  fiBintastic,'  '  adequate  and  idea  as 
inadequate,'  ideas.     This  distinction  rests  upon  that  between  ofhe?than 
the  thing  as  archetype,  and  the  idea  as  the  corresponding  mere  sen- 
ectype.     Simple  ideas  he  holds  to  be  necessarily  '  real '  and  ^^^^^^ 
'  adequate,'  because  necessarily  answering  to  their  archetypes. 
'  Not  that  they  are  all  of  them  images  or  representations  of 
what  does  exist:     •     .     •     whiteness  and  coldness  are  no 
more  in  snow  than  pain  is :     •     •     .    yet  are  they  real  ideas 
in  us,  whereby  we  distinguish  the  qualities  that  are  really  in 

VOL.  I.  C 
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things  themselves.  For  these  several  appearances  being  de- 
signed to  be  the  marks  whereby  we  are  to  know  and 
distinguish  things  which  we  have  to  do  with,  our  ideas  do  as 
well  serve  us  to  that  purpose,  and  are  as  real  distinguishing 
characters,  whether  they  be  only  constant  effects,  or  else 
exact  resemblances  of  something  in  the  things  themselves.' 
(Book  II.  chap.  xxz.  sec.  2.)  The  simple  idea,  then,  is  a 
^  mark'  or  ^ distinguishing  character,'  either  as  a  copy  or  as 
an  effect,  of  something  other  than  itself.  Only  as  thus 
regarded,  does  the  distinction  between  real  and  fantastic 
possibly  apply  to  it.  So  too  wifeh  the  distinction  between 
true  and  false  ideas.  As  Locke  himself  points  out,  the  simple 
idea  in  itself  is  neither  true  nor  false.  It  can  become  so  only 
as  *  referred  to  something  extraneous  to  it.'  (Book  ii.  chap, 
xxxii.  sec.  4.)  For  all  that,  he  speaks  of  simple  ideas  as 
true  and  necessarily  true,  because  *  being  barely  such  per- 
ceptions as  God  has  fitted  us  to  receive,  and  given  power  to 
external  objects  to  produce  in  as  by  established  laws  and 
ways  .  .  .  their  truth  consists  in  nothing  else  but  in 
such  appearances  as  are  produced  in  us,  and  must  be  suitable 
to  those  powers  He  has  placed  in  external  objects,  or  else 
they  could  not  be  produced  in  us.'  (Book  ii.  chap,  xxxii. 
sec.  14.)  Here  again  we  are  brought  to  the  same  point. 
The  idea  is  an  *  appearance '  of  something,  necessarily  true 
when  it  cannot  seem  to  be  the  appearance  of  anything  else 
than  that  of  which  it  is  the  appearance*  We  thus  come  to 
the  following  dilemma.  Either  the  simple  idea  is  referred  to 
a  thing,  as  its  pattern  or  its  cause,  or  it  cannot  be  regarded 
as  either  real  or  true.  If  it  is  still  objected  that  it  need  not 
be  so  referred  in  the  beginning  of  knowledge,  though  it  comes 
to  be  so  in  the  developed  intelligence,  the  answer  is  the 
further  question,  how  can  that  be  knowledge  even  in  its  most 
elementary  phase — the  phase  of  the  reception  of  simple  ideas 
— which  is  not  a  capacity  of  distinction  between  real  and 
apparent,  between  true  and  false  ?  If  its  beginning  is  a  mode 
of  consciousness,  such  as  mere  sensation  would  be — ^which, 
because  excluding  all  reference,  excludes  that  reference  of 
itself  to  something  else  without  which  there  could  be  no  con- 
sciousness of  a  distinction  between  an  '  is '  and  an  *  is  not,* 
and  therefore  no  true  judgment  at  all — ^how  can  any  repe- 
tition of  such  modes  give  such  a  judgment  P  * 

>  Cf.     the    grotmd    of    distinction      ideas;  (Book  n.  chap.   zzix.    sec.    2) 
between    clearness    and    obscurity    of      '  Our  simple  ideas  are  clear  when  thejr 
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24.  The  fact  is  that  the  *  simple  idea '  with  Locke,  as  the  it  invoivee 
beginning  of  knowledge  is   already,  at  its  minimum,  the  in^fj^h'^*' 
judgment,  *  I  have  an  idea  different  from  other  ideas,  which  mind  and 
\   I  did  not  make  for  myself.'     His  confusion  of  this  judgment  ^Mn-*" 
,  with  sensation  is  merely  the  fundamentaJcpnftision,  on  which  goished, 
all  empirical  psychology  rests,  between  two  essentially  dis- 
tinct  questions — one  metai>iiy8ical.  What  is  the    simplest 
element  of  knowledge?  the  other  physiological.  What  are 
the  conditions  in  the  individual  human  organism  in  virtue  of 
which  it  becomes  a  vehicle  of  knowledge  ?  Though  he  failed, 
however,  to  distinguish  these   questions,   their  difference 
made  itseK  appear  in  a  certain  divergence  between  the  second 
and  fourth  books  of  his  Essay.     So  far  we  have  limited 
our  consideration  to  passages  in  the  second  book,  in  which 
he  treats  eo  nomine  of  ideas ;  of  simple  ideas  as  the  original 
of  knowledge,  of  complex  ones  as   formed  in  its  process. 
Here  the  physical  theory  is  predominant.     The  beginning  of 
knowledge  is  that  without  which  the  animal  is  incapable  of  I 
it,  viz.  sensation  regarded  as  an  impression  through  '  animal  i 
spirits '  on  the  brain.     But  it  can  only  be  so  represented  be- 
cause sensation  is  identified  with  that  which  later  psychology 
distinguished  from  it  as  Perception,  Q,nd  for  which  no  phy- 
sical theory  can  account.   As  we  have  seen,  the  whole  theory 
of  this  (the  second)  book  turns  upon  the  supposition  that  the 
simple  idea  of  sensation  is  in  every  case  an  idea  of  a  sensible 
quality,  and  that  it  is  so,  not  merely  for  us,  considering  it  ex 
parte  post,  but  consciously  for  the  individual  subject,  which 
can  mean  nothing  else  than  that  it  distinguishes  itself  from, 
and  refers  itself  to,  a  thing.     Locke  himself,  indeed,  accord- 
ing to  his  plan  of  bringing  in  a  '  faculty  of  the  mind  *  when- 
ever it  is  convenient,  would  perhaps  rather  have  said  that  it 
is  so  distinguished  and  referred  '  by  the  mind.'    He  considers 
the  s^naple  ideanot.  as  it  truly  is,  the  mind  itself  in  a  certain 
relation,  butaTIalum  6r  maleriiEil  of  the  mind,  upon  which  it 
performs  certain  operations  as  upon  something  other  than 
itself,  though  all  the  while  it  is  constituted,  at  least  in  its 
actuality^  by  this  material.     Between  the  reference  of  the 
simple  idea  to  the  thing,  however,  by  itself  and  *  by  the  mind,' 

are  such  as    the    objects    themBelres,  tell  whether  an  idea  is  dear  or  not,  it 

whence  they  are  taken,  did  or  might  in  follows  that  immediate   consciousness 

a  well-ordered  sensation  or  perception,  must  tell  of  '  the  object  itself,  whence 

present  them/    As  Locke  always  as-  the  idea  is  taken/ 


Bumes  that  immediate  consciousness  can 
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there  is  no  essential  difference.  In  eitlier  case  the  reference 
is  inconsistent  with  the  simplicity  of  the  simple  idea ;  and  if 
the  latter  expression  avoids  the  seeming  awkwardness  of 
ascribing  activity  to  the  idea,  it  yet  ascribes  it  to  the  mind 
in  that  elementary  stage  in  which,  according  to  Locke,  it  is 
!  merely  receptive. 
And  is  25.  So  much  for  the  theory  *  of  ideas.'    As  if,  however,  in 

equivalent  treating  of  idcas  he  had  been  treating  of  anything  else  than 
afterwards  knowledge,  he  afterwards  considers  *  knowledge '  in  a  book 
calls  by  itself  (the  fourth)  under  that  title,  and  here  the  question 

le<wi  ^  *o  *^®  relation  between  idea  and  thing  comes  before  him 
identity/  in  a  somewhat  different  shape.  According  to  his  well-known 
definition,  knowledge  is  the  perception  of  the  agreement  or 
disagreement  of  any  of  our  ideas.  The  agreement  or  dis- 
agreement may  be  of  four  sorts.  It  may  be  in  the  way  (1) 
of  identity,  (2)  of  relation,  (3)  of  co-existence,  (4)  of  real  ex- 
.  istence.  In  his  account  of  the  last  sort  of  agreement,  it  may 
be  remarked  by  the  way,  he  departs  at  once  and  openly  from 
,  his  definition,  making  it  an  agreement,  not  of  idea  with  idea, 
'  but  of  an  idea  with  *  actual  real  existence.'  The  fatal  but 
'  connatural  wound  in  his  system,  which  this  inconsistency 
marks,  will  appear  more  fuUy  below.  For  the  present,  our 
concern  is  for  the  adjustment  of  the  definition  of  knowledge 
to  the  doctrine  of  the  simple  idea  as  the  beginning  of  know- 
ledge. According  to  the  definition,  it  cannot  be  the  simple 
idea,  as  such,  that  constitutes  this  beginning,  but  only  the 
perception  of  agreement  or  disagreement  between  simple 
ideas.  '  There  could  be  no  room,'  says  Locke  distinctly,  *for 
any  positive  knowledge  at  all,  if  we  could  not  distinguish 
any  relation  beween  our  ideas.'  (Book  iv.  chap.  i.  sec.  5.) 
Yet  in  the  very  context  where  he  makes  this  statement,  the 
perception  of  relation  is  put  as  a  distinct  kind  of  know- 
ledge apart  from  others.  In  his  account  of  the  other  kinds, 
however,  he  is  faithful  to  his  definition,  and  treats  each  as  a 
perception  (i.e.  a  judgment)  of  a  relation  in  the  way  of  agree- 
ment or  disagreement.  The  primary  knowledge  is  that  of 
identity — the  knowledge  of  an  idea  as  identical  with  itself. 
*  A  man  infallibly  knows,  as  soon  as  ever  he  has  them  in  his 
mind,  that  the  ideas  he  calls  white  and  round,  are  the  very 
ideas  they  are,  and  not  other  ideas  which  he  calls  red  and 
square .'  (Book  iv.  chap.  i.  sec.  4.)  Now,  as  Hume  after- 
wards pointed  out,  identity  is  not  simple  unity.     It  cannot 
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be  predicated  of  the  '  idea '  as  merely  single,  but  onlj  as  a  Only  as 
manifold  in  singleness.  To  speak  of  an  idea  as  the  *  same  ^^^  ®^ 
with  itself'  is  unmeaning  unless  it  mean  '  same  with  itself  m  named. 
its  manifold  appea/ranceSy*  i.e.  imless  the  idea  is  distinguished, 
as  an  object  existing  continuously,  from  its  present  appear- 
ance. Thus  ^  the  infallible  knowledge,'  which  Locke  describes 
in  the  above  passage,  consists  in  this,  that  on  the  occurrence 
of  a  certain  ^  idea '  the  man  recognises  it  as  one,  which  at 
other  times  of  its  occurrence  he  has  called  '  white.*  Such  a 
*  synthesis  of  recognition,'  however,  expressed  by  the  appli- 
cation of  a  common  term,  implies  the  reference  of  a  present 
sensation  to  a  permanent  object  of  thought,  in  this  case  the 
object  thought  under  the  term  '  white,'  so  that  the  sensation 
becomes  an  idea  of  that  object.  Were  there  no  such  objects, 
there  would  be  no  significant  names,  but  only  noises ;  and 
were  the  present  sensation  not  so  referred,  it  would  not  be 
named.  It  may  be  said  indeed  that  the  '  permanent  object 
of  thought '  is  merely  the  instinctive  result  of  a  series  of  past 
resembling  sensations,  and  that  the  common  name  is  merely 
the  register  of  this  result.  But  the  question  is  thus  merely 
thrown  further  back.  TTnless  the  single  fleeting  sensation 
was,  to  begin  with,  fixed  and  defined  by  relation  to  and 
distinction  from  something  permanen1r--in  other  words, 
unless  it  ceased  to  be  a  mere  sensation — how  did  it  happen 
that  other  sensations  were  referred  to  it,  as  different  cases 
of  an  identical  phenomenon,  to  which  the  noise  suggested  by 
it  might  be  applied  as  a  sign  9 

26.   This  primary  distinction  and  relation  of  the  simple  The  same 
idea  Locke  implicitly  acknowledges  when  he  substitutes  for  ^^^'^jj" 
the  simple  idea,  as  in  the  passage  last  quoted,  the  man's  an  idea  of 
knowledge  that  he  has  the  idea ;  for  such  knowledge  implies  *^  **^J^^*» 
the  distinction  of  the  idea  from  its  permanent  conscious  sub- 
ject, and  its  determination  by  that  negative  relation.'     Thus 
determined,  it  becomes  itself  a  permanent  object,  or  (which  f 
comes  to  the  same)  an  idea  of  an  object ;  a  phrase  which 
Locke  at  his  convenience  substitutes  for  the  mere  idea,  when- 
ever it  is  wanted  for  making  his  theory  of  knowledge  square 
with  knowledge  itself.     Once  become  such  an  object,  it  is  a 

>  Cf.  the  passage  in  Book  ii.  chap,  tion  of  it  as  actually  there/  as  sensation 
rii.  sec  7*  *  When  ideas  are  in  our  is  different  from  thonght.  The  *  con- 
minds,  we  consider  them  as  being  actoally  sideration,  &c.  /  really  means  the  thought 
there.'  The  mere  *idea'  is  in  fact  es-  of  the  '  idea'  (sensation)  as  determined 
sentially  different  from  the  '  considera-  by  relation  to  the  conscious  subject. 
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made /or, 
not  bi/y  us, 
and  there- 
fore ac- 
cording to 
Locke 
really 
existent. 


What  did 
ho  moan 
by  this? 


basis  to  which  other  sensations^  like  and  unlike,  may  be 
referred  as  differentiating  attributes.  Its  identity  becomes  a 
definite  identity. 

27.  Upon  analysis,  then,  of  Locke's  account  of  the  most 
elementary  knowledge,  the  perception  of  identity  or  agree- 
ment of  an  idea  with  itself,  we  find  that  like  the  ^  simple 
idea,'  which  he  elsewhere  makes  the  beginning  of  knowledge, 
ib  really  means  the  reference  of  a  sensation  to  a  conception 
of  a  permanent  object  or  subject,*  either  in  such  a  judgment 
as  ^  this  is  white '  (sc.  a  white  thing),  or  in  the  more  ele- 
mentary one,  *  this  is  an  object  to  me.'  In  the  latter  form, 
the  judgment  represents  what  Locke  puts  as  the  conscious- 
ness, '  I  have  an  idea,'  or  as  the  *  consideration  that  the  idea 
is  actually  there ; '  in  the  former  it  represents  what  he  calls 
'  the  knowledge  that  the  idea  which  I  have  in  my  mind  and 
which  I  caU  white  is  the  very  idea  it  is,  and  not  the  idea 
which  I  call  red.'  It  is  only  because  referred^  as  above,  that 
the  sensation  is  in  Locke's  phraseology  *  a  testimony '  or 
*  report '  of  something.  As  we  said  above,  his  notion  of  the 
beginning  of  knowledge  is  expressed  not  merely  in  the  formula 
*I  have  an  idea  different  from  other  ideas,'  but  with  the 
addition,  *  which  I  did  not  make  for  myself.'  *  The  simple 
idea  is  supposed  to  testify  to  something  without  that  caused 
it,  and  it  is  this  interpretation  of  it  which  makes  it  with  him 
the  ultimate  criterion  of  reality.  But  unless  it  were  at  once 
distinguished  from  and  referred  to  both  a  thing  of  which  it 
is  an  effect  and  a  subject  of  which  it  is  an  experience,  it  could 
not  in  the  first  place  testify  to  anything,  nor  secondly  to  a 
thing  as  made  for,  not  by,  the  subject.  This  brings  us,  how- 
ever, upon  Locke's  whole  theory  of  *  real  existence,'  which 
requires  fuller  consideration. 

28.  It  is  a  theory,  we  must  premise,  which  is  nowhere 
explicitly  stated.  It  has  to  be  gathered  chiefly  from  those 
passages  of  the  second  book  in  which  he  treats  of  *  complex ' 
or  '  artificial '  ideas  in  distinction  from  simple  ones,  which 
are  necessarily  real,  and  from  the  discussion  in  the  fourth 
book  of  the  *  extent '  and  *  reality '  of  knowledge.  We  have, 
however,  to  begin  with,  in  the  enumeration  of  simple  ideas,  a 


*  Fop  a  recognition  by  Locke  of  the 
correlativity  of  these  (of  which  more 
will  have  to  bo  said  below)  cf.  Book  ii. 
chap,  xxiii.  sec.  15.  *  Whilst  I  know 
by  seeing  or  hearing,  &c.,  that  there  is 


some  corporeal  being  without  me,  the 
object  of  that  sensation,  I  do  more  cer- 
tainly know  that  there  is  some  spiritaal 
being  within  me  that  sees  and  hears/ 
'  Cf.  Book  IX.  chap.  xii.  sec.  1. 
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mention  of '  existence,'  as  one  of  those  ^  received  alike  through 
all  the  ways  of  sensation  and  reflection.'  It  is  an  idea  ^  sug- 
gested to  the  understanding  by  every  object  without  and  every 
idea  within.  When  ideas  are  in  our  minds,  we  consider  them 
as  being  actaaJly  there,  as  well  as  we  consider  things  to  be 
actually  without  ns;  which  is,  that  they  exist,  or  have 
existence.'     (Book  ii.  chap.  vii.  sec.  7.) 

29.  The  two  considerations  here  mentioned,  of '  ideas  as 
actually  in  our  minds,'  of '  things  as  actually  without  us,'  are 
meant  severalLy  to  represent  the  two  ways  of  reflection  and 
sensation,  by  which  the  idea  of  existence  is  supposed  to  be 
suggested.  But  sensation,  according  to  Locke,  is  an  organ 
of  '  ideas,'  just  as  much  as  reflection.  Taking  his  doctrine 
strictly,  there  are  no  *  objects '  but  *  ideas '  to  suggest  the 
idea  of  existence,  whether  by  the  way  of  sensation  or  by 
that  of  reflection,  and  no  ideas  that  are  not  '  in  the  mind.' 
(Book  II.  chap.  ix.  sec.  3,  &c.) 

30.  The  designation  of  the  idea  of  existence,  then,  as  Existence 
*  suggested  by  every  idea  within,'  covers  every  possible  sug-  **  ^^® 
gestion.     It  can  mean  nothing  else  than  that  it  is  given  in  sence  of  a 
every  act  and  mode  of  consciousness ;  that  it  is  inseparable  ^®®l>^g- 
&om  feeling  as  such,  being  itself  at  the  same  time  a  distinct 
simple  idea.    This,  we  may  remark  by  the  way,  involves  the 
conclusion  that  every  idea  is  composite,  made  up  of  what- 
ever distinguishes  it  from  other  ideas  together  with  the  idea 

of  existence.  Of  this  idea  of  existence  itself,  however,  it  will 
be  impossible  to  say  anything  distinctive ;  for,  as  it  accom- 
panies all  possible  objects  of  consciousness,  there  will  be  no 
cases  where  it  is  absent  to  be  distinguished  from  those  where 
it  is  present.  Not  merely  will  it  be  undefinable,  as  every 
simple  idea  is ;  it  will  be  impossible  ^  to  send  a  man  to  his 
senses '  (according  to  Locke's  favourite  subterfuge)  in  order 
to  know  what  it  is,  since  it  is  neither  given  in  one  sense  as 
distinct  fix>m  another,  nor  in  all  senses  as  distinct  from  any 
other  modification  of  consciousness.  Thus  regarded,  to  treat 
it  as  a  simple  idea  alongside  of  other  simple  ideas  is  a  pal- 
pable contradiction.  It  is  the  mere  *  It  is  felt,'  the  abstrac- 
tion of  consciousness,  no  more  to  be  reckoned  as  one  among 
other  ideajB  than  colour  in  general  is  to  be  co-ordinated  with 
red,  white,  and  blue.  Whether  I  smell  a  rose  in  the  summer 
or  recall  the  smell  in  winter ;  whether  I  see  a  horse  or  a 
ghost,  or  imagine  a  centaur,  or  think  of  gravitation  or  the 
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philosopher's  stone — in  every  case  alike  the  idea  or  *  imme- 
diate object  of  the  mind '  exists.    Tet  we  find  Locke  distin- 
guishing between  real  ideas,  as  those  that  *  have  a  conformity 
with  the  existence  of  things/  and  fantastic  ideas,  as  those 
which  have  no  snch  conformity  (Book  ii.  chap.  xxx.  sec.  1) ; 
and  again   in  the  fourth  book   (chap.  i.  sec.  7,  chap.  iii. 
sec.  21,  &c.)  he  makes  the  perception  of  the  agreement  of  an 
idea  with  existence  a  special  kind  of  knowledge,  different 
from  that  of  agreement  of  idea  with  idea ;  and  having  done 
so,  raises  the  question  whether  we  have  such  a  knowledge  of 
existence  at  all,  and  decides  that  our  knowledge  of  it  is  very 
narrow. 
Existonco        31.  How  are  such  a  distinction  and  such  a  question  to  be 
asroahty.    reconciled  with  the  attribution  of  existence  to  every  idea? 
The  answer  of  course  will  be,  that  when  he  speaks  of  ideas  as 
not  conforming  to  existence,  and  makes  knowledge  or  the 
agreement  of  ideas  with  each  other  something  different  from 
their  agreement  with  existence,  he  means  and  generally  says 

*  real  actual  existence,*  or  the  *  existence  of  things/  i.e.  an 
existence,  whatever  it  be,  which  is  opposed  to  mere  existence 
in  consciousness.  Doubtless  lie  so  means,  but  this  implies 
that  upon  mere,  consciousness,  or  the  simple  presence  of 
ideas,  there  has  supeiTened  a  distinction,  which  has  to  be 
accounted  for,  of  ideas  from  things  which  they  represent  on 
the  one  hand,  and  from  a  mind  of  which  they  are  affections 
on  the  other.  Even  in  the  passage  first  quoted  (Book  ii. 
chap.  vii.  sec.  7),  where  existence  is  ascribed  to  every  idea, 
on  looking  closely  we  find  this  distinction  obtruding  itself, 
though  without  explicit  acknowledgment.  In  the  very  same 
breath,  so  to  speak,  in  which  the  idea  of  existence  is  said  to 
be  suggested  by  every  idea,  it  is  further  described  as  being 
either  of  two  considerations — either  the  consideration  of  an 
idea  as  actually  in  our  mind,  or  of  a  thing  as  actually  without 
us.  Such  considerations  at  once  imply  the  supervention  of 
that  distinction  between  '  mind '  and  *  thing,'  which  gives  a 
wholly  new  meaning  to  *  existence.*  They  are  not,  in  truth, 
as  Locke  supposed,  two  separate  considerations,  one  or  other 
of  which,  as  the  case  may  be,  is  interchangeable  with  the 

*  idea  of  existence.*  One  is  correlative  with  the  other,  and 
neither  is  the  same  as  simple  feeling.  Considered  as  actually 
in  the  mind,  the  feeling  is  distinguished  from  tlie  mind  as  an 
affection  from  the  subject  thereof,  and  just  in  virtue  of  this 
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distinction  is  referred  to  a  thing  as  the  cause  of  the  affection, 
or  becomes  representative  of  a  thing,  But  for  such  considera- 
tion there  would  for  us,  if  the  doctrine  of  ideas  means  any- 
thing, be  no  *  thing  without  us '  at  all.  To  *  consider  things 
as  actually  without  us '  is  to  consider  them  as  causes  of  the 
ideas  in  our  mind,  and  this  is  to  have  an  idea  of  existence 
quite  different  from  mere  consciousness.  It  is  to  have  an 
idea  of  it  which  at  once  suggests  the  question  whether  the 
existence  is  real  or  apparent ;  in  other  words,  whether  the 
thing,  to  which  an  affection  of  the  mind  is  referred  as  its 
cause,  is  really  its  cause  or  no. 

32.  Between  these  two  meanings  of  existence — its  mean-  By  con- 
ing as  interchangeable  with  simple  consciousness,  and  its  J2^\°^ 
meaning  as  reality — Locke  failed  to  distinguish.     Just  as,  meanings, 
having    announced  *  ideas '  to  be  the   sole   *  materials  of  ^^^^y  ^^^ 

"  iu  oon- 

knowledge,'  he  allows  himself  at  his   convenience  to  put  ditions  arc 
'  *  things '  in  the  place  of  ideas ;  so  having  identified  existence  "Pf®; 
with  momentary  consciouness  or  the  simple  idea,  he  substi-  j^ven  in 
tutes  for  existence  in  this  sense  reality^  and  in  consequence  simple 
finds  reality  given  solely  in  the  simple  idea.     Thus  when  the    ^  *°^* 
conceptions  of  cause  or  substance,  or  relations  of  any  kind, 
come  under  view,  since  these  cannot  be  represented  as  given 
in  momentary  consciousness,  they  have  to  be  pronounced  not 
to  exist,   and   since  existence   is  reality,  to  be   unreal  or 
I  *  fictions  of  the  mind.*     But  without  these  unreal  relations 
'  there  could  be  no  knowledge,  and  if  they  are  not  given  in 
.  the  elements  of  knowledge,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  they  are 
introduced,   or  to   avoid  the   appearance    of   constructing 
knowledge  out  of  the  unknown.     Given  in  the  elements  of 
knowledge,  however,  they  cannot  be,  if  these  are  simple  ideas 
or  momentary  recurrences  of  the  *  it  is  felt.'     But  by  help  of 
Locke's  equivocation  between  the  two  meanings  of  existence, 
they  can  be  covertly  introduced  as  the  real.     Existence  is 
given  in  the  simple  idea,  existence  equals  the  real,  therefore 
\  the  real  is  given  in  tiie  simple  idea.     But  think  or  speak  of 
the  real  as  we  will,  we  find  that  it  exhibits  itself  as  substance, 
as  cause,  and  as  related ;  i.e.  according  to  Locke  as  a  *  com- 
plex '  or  *  invented  *  or  *  superinduced  *  idea. 

33.  In  the  second  book  of  his  Essay,  which  treats  of  ideas,  Yet  reality 
he  makes  the  grand  distinction  between  *  the  simple  ideas  ^ompl^ 
which  are  all  from  things  themselves,  and  of  which  the  mind  ideas 
can  have  no  more  or  other  than  what  are  suggested  to  it,*  and  ^^^^  *™ 
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made  by  the  ^  complex  ideas  which,  are  the  workmanship  of  the  mind.' 
the  mind.  (Book  II.  chap.  xii.)  In  his  account  of  the  latter  there  are 
some  curious  cross-divisions,  but  he  finally  enumerates  them 
as  ideas  either  of  modesy  mibsianeesy  or  relations.  The  charac- 
ter of  these  ideas  he  then  proceeds  to  explain  in  the  order 
given,  one  after  the  other,  and  as  if  each  were  independent 
of  the  rest ;  though  according  to  his  own  statement  the  idea 
of  mode  presupposes  that  of  substance,  and  the  idea  of 
substance  involves  that  of  relation.  'Modes  I  call  such 
complex  ideas,  which,  however  compounded,  contain  not  in 
them  the  supposition  of  subsisting  by  themselves,  but  are 
considered  as  dependencies  on,  or  affections  of,  substances ; 
such  are  the  ideas  signified  by  the  words  '  triangle,'  '  grati- 
tude,* *  murder,'  &c.  Of  these  there  are  two  sorts.  First, 
there  are  some  which  are  only  variations  or  different  combi- 
nations of  the  same  simple  idea  without  the  mixture  of  any 
other — as  a  dozen,  or  score — ^which  are  nothing  but  the  ideas 
of  so  many  distinct  units  added  together;  and  these  I  call 
simple  modes,  as  being  contained  vnthin  the  bounds  of  one 
simple  idea.  Secondly,  there  are  others  compounded  of 
simple  ideas  of  several  kinds,  put  together  to  make  one 
complex  one ;  e.  g.  beauty,  .  •  •  .  and  these  I  call  mixed 
modes.'*  (Book  ii.  chap.  xii.  sees.  4,  5.)  So  soon  as  he  comes 
to  speak  more  in  detail  of  simple  modes,  he  falls  into  apparent 
contradiction  with  his  doctrine  that,  as  complex  ideas,  they 
are  the  mere  workmanship  of  the  mind.  All  particular 
sounds  and  colours  are  simple  modes  of  the  simple  ideas  of 
sound  and  colour.  (Book  ii.  chap,  xviii.  sees.  3,  4.)  Again, 
the  ideas  of  figure,  place,  distance,  as  of  all  particular  figures, 
places,  and  distances,  are  simple  modes  of  the  simple  idea  of 
space.  (Book  n.  chap,  xiii.)  To  maintain,  however,  that 
the  ideas  of  space,  sound,  or  colour  in  general  (as  simple 
ideas)  were  taken  from  things  themselves,  while  those  of 
particular  spaces,  sounds,  and  colours  (as  complex  ideas) 
were  '  made  by  the  mind,'  was  for  Locke  impossible.  Thus 
in  the  very  next  chapter  after  that  in  which  he  has  opposed 
all  complex  ideas,  those  of  simple  modes  included,  as  made 
by  the  mind  to  all  simple  ones  as  taken  from  things  them- 
selves, he  speaks  of  simple  modes  '  either  as  found  in  things 
existing y  or  as  made  by  the  mind  vrithin  itself.'  (Book  ii. 
chap.  xiii.  sec.  1.)  It  was  not  for  Locke  to  get  over  this  con- 
fdsion  by  denying  the  antithesis  between  that  which  the 
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mind  'makes'  and  that  -which  it  'takes  from  existing  things/ 
and  for  the  present  we  must  leave  it  as  it  stands.  We  must 
farther  note  that  a  mode  being  considered  '  as  an  affection  of 
a  substance/  space  must  be  to  the  particular  spaces  which 
are  its  simple  modes,  as  a  substance  to  its  modifications. 
So  too  colour  to  particular  colours,  &c.,  &c.  But  the  idea  of 
a  substance  is  a  complex  idea  '  framed  bj  the  mind.'  There- 
fore the  idea  of  space — at  any  rate  such  an  idea  as  we  have  of 
it  when  we  think  of  distances,  places,  or  figures,  and  when 
else  do  we  think  of  it  at  all  ? — must  be  a  complex  and  arti- 
ficial idea.  But  according  to  Locke  the  idea  of  space  is 
emphatically  a  simple  idea,  given  immediately  both  by  sight 
and  touch,  concerning  which  if  a  man  enquire,  he  '  sends 
him  to  his  senses.'     (Book  ii.  chap,  v.) 

34.  These  contradictions  are  not  avoidable  blunders,  due  Such  az6 
to   carelessness  or  want  of  a  clear  head  in  the  individual  "^'^j^ 
writer.     '  The  complex  idea  of  substance '  will  not  be  exor-  tion  which 
cised;    the  mind  will  show  its  workmanship  in  the  very  "*««*^ 
elements  of  knowledge  towards  which  its  relation  seems  every  ob- 
most  passive — ^in  the  *  existing  things '  which  are  the  condi-  ^^  ^ildiro. 

;  tions  of  its  experience  no  less  than  in  the  individual's  °®^®^**®' 
conscious  reaction  upon  them.  The  interrogator  of  the 
individual  consciousness  seeks  to  know  that  consciousness, 
and  just  for  that  reason  must  find  in  it  at  every  stage  those 
formal  conceptions,  such  as  substance  and  cause,  vrithout 
which  there  can  be  no  object  of  knowledge  at  all.  He  thus 
substantiates  sensation,  while  he  thinks  that  he  merely 
observes  it,  and  calls  it  a  sensible  thing.  Sensations,  thus 
unconsciously  transformed,  are  for  him  the  I'eal,  the  actually 
existent.  Whatever  is  not  given  by  immediate  sense,  outer 
or  inner^  he  reckons  a  mere  ^  thing  of  the  mind.'  The  ideas 
of  substance  and  relation,  then,  not  being  given  by  sense, 
must  in  his  eyes  be  things  of  the  mind,  in  distinction  from 
really  existent  things.  But  speech  bewrayeth  him.  He  can- 
not state  anything  that  he  knows  save  in  terms  which  imply 
that  substance  and  relation  are  in  the  things  known ;  and 

I  hence  an  inevitable  obtrusion  of  '  things  of  the  mind '  in  the 
place  of  real  existence,  just  where  the  opposition  between 
them  is  being  insisted  on.  Again,  as  a  man  seems  to  observe 
consciousness  in  himself  and  others,  it  has  nothing  that  it 
has  not  received.  It  is  a  blank  to  begin  with,  but  passive  of 
that  which  is  without,  and  through  its  passiviiy  it  becomes 
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informed.  If  the  '  mind/  then,  means  this  or  that  individual 
consciousness,  the  things  of  the  mind  most  be  graduaUj  de- 
veloped from  an  original  passivity.  On  the  other  hand,  let 
anyone  try  to  know  this  original  passive  consciousness,  and 
in  it,  as  in  every  other  known  object-matter,  he  must  find 
these  things  of  the  mind»  substance  and  relations.  If  nature 
is  the  object,  he  must  find  them  in  nature ;  if  his  own  seK- 
consciousness,  he  must  find  them  in  that  consciousness. 
But  while  nature  knows  not  what  is  in  herself,  self-conscious- 
ness, it  would  seem,  ex  vi  terminiy  does  know.  Therefore  not 
merely  substance  and  relation  must  be  found  in  the  original 
consciousness,  but  the  knowledge,  the  ideas,  of  them. 

85.  As  we  follow  Locke's  treatment  of  these  ideas  more  in 
detail,  we  shall  find  the  logical  see-saw,  here  accounted  for, 
appearing  with  scarcely  a  disguise.     His  account  of  the 
origin  of  the  *  complex  ideas  of  substances '  is  as  follows. 
'The  mind  being  furnished  with  a  great  number  of  the 
simple  ideas,  conveyed  in  by  the  senses,  as  they  are  found  in 
exterior  things,  or  by  reflection  on  its  own  operations,  takes 
notice  also  that  a  certain  number  of  these  simple  ideas  go 
constantly  together ;  which  being  presumed  to  belong  to  one 
thing,  and  words  being  suited  to  common  apprehensions  and 
made  use  of  for  quick  despatch,  are  called,  sq  imited  in  one 
subject,  by  one  name ;   which  by  inadvertency  we  are  apt 
afterwards  to  talk  of  and  consider  as  one  simple  idea,  which 
indeed  is  a  complication  of  many  ideas  together ;  because, 
as  I  have  said,  not  imagining  how  these  simple  ideas  can 
subsist  by  themselves,  we  accustom  ourselves  to  suppose 
some  suhstratif/ni,  wherein  they  do  subsist,  and  from  which. 
they  do  result ;  which  therefore  we  call  svhstance.^     (Book 
II,  chap,  xxiii.  sec.  1.)     In  the  controversy  with  StiUingfleet, 
which  arose  out  of  this  chapter,  Locke  was  constrained 
further  to  distinguish  (as  he  certainly  did  not  do  in  tlie 
original  text)  between  the  '  ideas  of  distinct  substances,  such 
as  man,  horse,'  and  the  '  general  idea  of  substance.'    It  is  to 
ideas  of  the  former  sort  that  he  must  be  taken  to  refer  in  the 
above  passage,  when  he  speaks  of  them  as  formed  by  *  com- 
plication of  many  ideas  together,'  and  these  alone  VLre  complex 
in  the  strict  sense.      The  general  idea  of  substance  on  the 
other  hand,  which  like  all  general  ideas  (according  to  Locke) 
is  made  by  abstraction,   means  the  idea  of  a '  substratum 
which  we  accustom  ourselves  to  suppose '  as  that  wherein 


LOCKE'S  ACCOUNT  OF  SUBSTANCE. 


29 


the  complicated  ideas  '  do  subsist,  and  from  ^hich  they  do 
result.'  This,  however,  lie  regards  as  itself  one,  *the  first 
and  chief,'  among  the  ideas  which  make  up  anj  of  the  '  dis- 
tinct sahfitances.'  (Book  ii.  chap.  xii.  sec.  6.)  Nor  is  he 
faithfdl  to  the  distinction  between  the  general  and  the  complex. 
In  one  passage  of  the  first  letter  to  Stillingfleet,  he  distinctly 
speaks  of  the  general  idea  of  substance  as  a  '  complex  idea 
made  up  of  the  idea  of  something  plus  that  of  relation  to 
qualities.'^  Notwithstanding  this  confusion  of  terms,  however, 
he  no  doubt  had  before  him  what  seemed  a  clear  distinction 
between  the  ^  abstract  general  idea '  of  substance,  as  such,  i.e. 
of  '  something  related  as  a  support  to  accidents,'  but  which 
does  not  include  ideas  of  any  particular  accidents,  and  the 
composite  idea  of  a  substance,  made  up  of  a  multitude  of 
simple  ideas  plus  that  of  the  something  related  to  them  as  a 
support.  We  shall  find  each  of  these  ideas,  according  to 
Locke's  statement,  presupposing  the  other. 

36.  In  the  passage  above  quoted,  our  aptness  to  consider  The  ab- 
a  complication  of  simple  ideas,  which  we  notice  to  go  con-  ^^^4^ 
stantly  together,  as  one  simple  idea,  is  accounted  for  as  the  to  Locke  at 
result  of  a  presumption  that  they  belong  to  one  thing.    This  ^^^^^ 
presumption  is  again  described  in  the  words  that  '  we  ac-  follows  the 
custom  ourselves  to  suppose  some  substratum,  wherein  they  «>™pl®^- 
do  subsist,  and  from  which  they  do  result ;  which  therefore 
we  call  substance.'    Here  it  is  implied  that  the  idea  of  sub- 
stance, i.  6.  '  the  general  idea  of  something  related  as  a  sup- 
port to  accidents,'  is  one  gradually  formed  upon  observation 
of  the  regular  coincidence  of  certain  simple  ideas.    In  the 
sequel  (sec.  3  of  the  same  chapter')  we  are  told  that  such  an 
idea — ^  an  obscure  and  relative  idea  of  substance  in  general 
— ^being  thus  made,  we  come  to  have  the  ideas  of  particular 
sorts  of  substances  by  collecting  such  combinations  of  simple 
ideas  a*  are,  by  experience  and  observation  of  men's  senses, 
taken  notice  of  to  exist  together.'     Thus  a  general  idea  of 


'  Upon  a  reference  to  the  chapter  on 
'complex  ideas'  (Book  ii.  chap,  xii.), 
it  will  appear  that  the  term  is  used  in  a 
stricter  and  a  looser  sense.  In  the 
looser  sense  it  is  not  confined  to  com- 
pound ideas,  bat  in  opposition  to  simple 
ones  inclndes  those  of  relation  and  even 
'  abstract  general  ideas.'  When  Locke 
thinks  of  the  general  idea  of  substance 
apart  firom  the  complication  of  accidents 


referred  to  it,  he  opposes  it  to  the 
complex  idea,  according  to  the  stricter 
sense  of  that  term.  On  the  other  hand, 
when  he  thinks  of  it  as  '  made  up '  of 
the  idea  of  something  plus  that  of  rela- 
tion to  qualities  (as  if  there  could  be  an 
idea  of  something  apart  from  such 
relation),  it  seems  to  him  to  have  two 
elements,  and  therefore  to  be  complex. 
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substance  having  been  formed  by  one  gradual  process^  ideas 
of  particular  sorts  of  substances  are  formed  by  another  and 
later  one.     But  then  the  very  same  *  collection  of  such  com- 
binations of  simple  ideas  as  are  taken  notice  of  to  exist 
together/  which  (according  to  sec.  3)  constitutes  the  later 
process  and  follows  upon  the  formation  of  the  general  idea  of 
substance,  has  been  previously  described  as  preceding  and 
conditioning  that   formation.      It  is  the   complication  of 
>    simple  ideas,  noticed  to  go  constantly  together,  that  (accord- 
\  ing  to  sec*  1)  leads  to  the  '  idea  of  substance  in  general.' 
';  To  this  see-saw  between  the  process  preceding  and  that  fol- 
•  lowing  the  formation  of  the  idea  in  question  must  be  added 
the  difficulty,  that  Locke's  account  makes  the  general  idea 
precede  the  particular,  which  is  against  the  whole  tenor  of 
his  doctrine  of  abstraction  as  an  operation  whereby  ^the 
mind  makes  the  particular  ideas,  received  from  particular 
objects,  to  become  general.'     (Book  ii.  chap.  xi.  sec.  9.) 
Reference        37,  It  may  be  said  perhaps  that  Locke's  self-contradiction 
natoe  or^  in  this  regard  is  more  apparent  than  real ;  that  the  two  pro- 
Qod^the      cesses  of  combining  simple  ideas  are  essentially  different, 
Srence^to    J^^*  bccausc  in  the  later  process  they  are  combined  by  a  con- 
Bubstance.    scious  act  of  the  mind  as  accidents  of  a  '  something,'  of 
which  the  general  idea  has  been  previously  formed,  whereas 
in  the  earlier  one  they  are  merely  presented  together  '  by 
nature,'  and,  ex  hypothesis  though  they  gradually  suggest,  do 
not  carry  with  them  any  reference  to  a  '  substratum.'     But 
upon  this  we  must  remark  that  the  presentation  of  ideas  *  by 
nature '  or  *  by  God,'  though  a  mode  of  speech  of  which 
Locke  in  his  account  of  the  origin  of  knowledge  freely  avails 
himself,  means  nothing  else  than  their  relation  to  a  '  sub- 
stratum,' if  not  *  wherein  they  do  subsist,'  yet  *  from  which 
they  do  result.'     If  then  it  is  for  consciousness  that  ideas 
are  presented  together  by  nature,  they  already  carry  with 
them  that  reference  to  a  substratum  which  is  supposed  gra- 
dually to  result  from  their  concurrence.     If  it  is  not  for  con- 
sciousness that  they  are  so  presented,  if  they  do  not  severally 
carry  with  them  a  reference  to  *  something,'  how  is  it  they 
come  to  do  so  in  the  gross  9    If  a  single  sensation  of  heat  is 
not  referred  to  a  hot  thing,  why  should  it  be  so  referred  on 
the  thousandth  recurrence?     Because  perhaps,  recurring 
constantly  in  the  same  relations,  it  compels  the  inference  of 
permanent  antecedents P    But  the  'same  relations'  mean 
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relations  to  the  same  things,  and  the  observation  of  these 
relations  presupposes  just  that  conception  of  the  thing  which 
it  is  sought  to  account  for. 

38.  We  are  estopped,  however,  from  any  such  explanation  But  it  is 
of  Locke  as  would  suggest  these  ulterior  questions  by  his  e^tpiicitiy 
explicit  statement  that  '  all  simple  ideas,  all  sensible  quali-  stance  that 
ties,  carry  with  them  a  supposition  of  a  substratum  to  exist  I'ocke 

in,  and  of  a  substance  wherein  they  inhere/  The  vindication  them  refer 
of  himself  against  the  pathetic  complaint  of  Stillingfleet,  them- 
that  he  had  *  almost  discarded  substance  out  of  the  reason-  *®^^®*- 
able  part  of  the  world,'  in  which  this  statement  occurs,  was 
certainly  not  needed.  Already  in  the  original  text  the  simple 
ideas,  of  which  the  association  suggests  the  idea  of  sub- 
stance, are  such  as  '  the  mind  finds  in  exterior  things  or  by 
reflection  on  its  own  operations.'  But  to  find  them  in  an 
exterior  thing  is  to  find  them  in  a  substance,  a  '  something 
it  knows  not  what,'  regarded  as  outward,  just  as  to  find  them 
by  reflection  on  its  own  operations,  as  its  own,  is  to  find  them 
in  such  a  substance  regarded  as  inward.  The  process  then 
by  which,  according  to  Locke,  the  general  idea  of  substance 
is  arrived  at,  presupposes  this  idea  just  as  much  as  the  pro- 
cess, by  which  ideas  of  particular  sorts  of  substances  are  got, 
presupposes  it,  and  the  distinction  between  the  two  processes, 
as  he  puts  it,  disappears. 

39.  The  same  paralogism  appears  under  a  slightly  altered  in  the  pro- 
form  when  it  is  stated  (in  the  first  letter  to  Stillingfleet)  that  ^®^?^y^ 
the  idea  of  substance  as  the  ^  general  indetermiried  idea  of  are  sup- 
Bomething  is  by  the  abstraction  of  the  mind  derived  from  the  V^^  ^o 
simple  ideas  of  sensation  and  reflection.'  Now  *  abstraction '  complex 
with  Locke  means  the  '  separation  of  an  idea  from  all  other  i^le&s  of 
ideas  that  accompany  it  in  its  real  existence.'     (Book  ii.  thebogiif-* 

,  chap.  xii.  sec.  1.)     It  is  clear  then  that  it  is  impossible  to  ningisthe 

abstract  an  idea  which  is  not  there,  in  real  existence,  to  be  thrend. 

;  abstracted.    Accordingly,  if  the  *  general  idea  of  something ' 

\  is  derived  by  abstraction  from  simple  ideas  of  sensation  and 

'.  reflection,  it  must  be  originally  given  with  these  ideas,  or  it 

\  would  not  afterwards  be  separated  from  them.     Conversely 

they  must  carry  this  idea  with  them,  and  cannot  be  simple 

ideas  at  all,  but  compound  ones,  each  made  up  of  '  the 

general  idea  of  something  or  being,'  and  of  an  accident 

which  this  something  supports.     How  then  does  the  general 

idea  of  substance  or  '  something,'  as  derived,  differ  from  the 
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idea  of  ^  sometlimg/  as  given  in  the  original  ideas  of  sensa- 
tion and  reflection  from  which  the  supposed  process  of  ab- 
straction starts  9    What  can  be  said  of  the  one  that  cannot 
be  said  of  the  other?    If  the  derived  general  idea  is  of 
something  related  to  qualities,  what,  according  to  Locke,  are 
the  original  ideas  but  those  of  qualities  related  to  something  9 
It  is  true  that  the  general  idea  is  of  something,  of  which 
nothing  further  is  known,  related  to  qualities  in  general,  not 
to  any  particular  qualities.     But  the  '  simple  idea '  in  like 
manner  can  only  be  of  an  indeterminate  quality,  for  in  order 
to  any  determination  of  it,  the  idea  must  be  put  together 
with  another  idea,  and  so  cease  to  be  simple ;  and  the  '  some- 
thing,' to  which  it  is  referred,  must  for  the  same  reason  be  a 
purely  indeterminate  something.    If,  in  order  to  avoid  con- 
cluding that  Locke  thus  unwittingly  identified  the  abstract 
general  idea  of  substance  with  any  simple  idea,  we  say  that 
the  simple  idea,  because  not  abstract,  is  not  indeterminate 
but  of  a  real  quality,   defined  by  manifold  relations,  we 
fall  upon  the  new  difficulty  that,  if  so,  not  only  does  the 
simple  idea    become    manifoldly  complex,   but  just    such 
an  ^  idea  of  a  particular  sort  of  substance '  as,   according 
to  Locke,  is  derived  from  the  derived  idea  of  substance  in 
general.    As  an  idea  of  a  quality,  it  is  also  necessarily  an 
idea  of  a  correlative  *  something ;'  and  if  it  is  an  idea  of  a 
quality  in  its  reality,  i.  e.  as  determined  by  various  relations, 
it  must  be  an  idea  of  a  variously  qualified  something,  i.  e.  of 
a  particular  substance.     Then  not  merely  the  middle  of  the 
twofold  process  by  which  we  are  supposed  to  get  at  *  complex 
ideas  of  substances ' —  i.  e.  the  ahatract  something ;  but  its 
end — i.  e.  the  particular  something — ^tums  out  to  be  the 
same  as  its  beginning. 
Doctrine  of      40.  The  fact  is,  that  in  making  the  general  idea  of  sub- 
in^^^*°°  stance  precede  particular  ideas  of  sorts  of  substances  (as  he 
sistent        certainly  however  confusedly  does,  in  the  28rd  chapter  of 
trine  of'"     the  Secoud  Book,*  as  well  as  by  implication  in  his  doctrine 
complex      of  modes.  Book  ii.  chap.  xii.  sec.  4),  Locke  stumbled  upon  a 
ideas.         truth  which  he  was  not  aware  of,  and  which  will  not  fit  into 
his  ordinary  doctrine  of  general  ideas :  the  truth  that  know- 
ledge is  a  process  from  the  more  abstract  to  the  more  con- 
crete, not  the  reverse,  as  is  commonly  supposed,  and  as 

'  See  above,  paragraph  36. 
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Locke's  definition  of  abHtraction  impUes.  Throughont  his 
prolix  discussion  of  '  substance '  and  '  essence '  we  find  two 
opposite  notions  perpetually  cross  each  other:  one  that, 
knowledge  begins  with  the  simple  idea,  the  other  that  it  be*  | 
gins  with  the  real  thing  as  particularized  by  manifold  rela- 
tions. According  to  the  former  notion,  simple  ideas  being 
given,  void  of  relation,  as  the  real,  the  mind  of  its  own  act 
proceeds  to  bring  them  into  relation  and  compound  them : 
according  to  the  latter,  a  thing  of  various  properties  (i.  e, 
relations')  being  given  as  the  real,  the  mind  proceeds  to 
separate  these  fix>m  each  other.  According  to  the  one  notion 
the  intellectual  process,  as  one  of  complication,  ends  just 
where,  according  to  the  other  notion,  as  one  of  abstraction, 
it  began. 

41.  The  chief  verbal  equivocation,  under  which  Locke  Theoon- 
disguises  the  confusion  of  these  two  notions,  is  to  be  found  ^^^^ 

in  the  use  of  tiie  word  '  particular,'  which  is  sometimes  used  Z^  ^ 
for  the  mere  individual  having  no  community  with  anything  'particu- 
else,  sometimes  for  the  thing  qualified  by  relation  to  a 
multitude  of  other  things.  The  simple  idea  or  sensation ; 
the  ^  something '  which  the  simple  idea  is  supposed  to  ^  re- 
port,' and  which  Locke  at  his  pleasure  identifies  with  it ;  the 
complex  idea ;  and  the  thing  as  the  collection  of  the  proper- 
ties which  the  simple  idea  *  reports,'  all  are  merged  by  Locke 
under  the  one  term  '  particulars.'  As  the  only  consiste^cy 
in  his  use  of  the  term  seems  to  lie  in  its  opposition  to 
*  generals,'  we  naturally  turn  to  the  passage  where  this 
opposition  is  spoken  of  most  at  large. 

42.  '  General  and  universal  belong  not  to  the  real  existence  Locko's 
of  thin^,  but  are  the  inventions  and  creatures  of  the  under-  af«>^nt  of 
standi^,  made  by  it  for  its  own  use,  and  concern  onlj  signs,  p^^ 
whether  words  or  ideas.    Words  are  general  when  used  for  '^<»»* 
signs  of  general  ideas,  and  so  are  applicable  indifferentiy  to 

many  particular  things ;  and  ideas  are  general,  when  they 
are  set  up  as  the  representatives  of  many  particular  things ; 
but  universality  belongs  not  to  things  themselves,  which  are 
aU  of  them  particular  in  their  existence,  even  those  words 
and  ideas  which  in  their  signification  are  general.    When 

>  Cf.   Book  ii.  chap,  xxiii.  sec.  37.  of  the  ideas  which  make  up  our  complex 

*  Host  of  the  simple  ideas  that  make  up  idea  of  gold  ...  are  nothing  else  but 

oar  complex  ideas  of  sabstances  are  so  many  rtlations  to  other  substances.' 
only  powers  .  ,  .  e.  g.  the  greater  part 

VOL.   I.  I) 
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therefore  we   quit  particulars^  the   generals  that   rest  are 
only  creatures  of  our  own  making,  their   general  nature 
being  nothing  but  the  capacity  they  are  put  into  by  the 
understanding,  of  signifying  or  representing  many  particu- 
lars.     For  the  signification    they  have  is  nothing  but   a 
relation  that  by  the  mind  of  man  is  added  to  them.  •  •  • 
The  sorting  of  things  under  names  is  the  workmanship  of 
the  understanding,  taking  occasion  from  the  similitude   it 
observes  among  them  to  make  abstract  general  ideas,  and  set 
them  up  in  the  mind,  with  names  annexed  to  them,  as  patterns 
or  forms  (for  in  that  sense  the  word  form  has  a  very  proper 
signification),   to  which  as  particular  things   are  found  to 
agi*ee,  so  they  come  to  be  of  that  species,  have  that  denomina- 
tion, or  are  put  into  that  classis.     For  when  we  say  this  is  a 
man,  that  a  horse ;  this  justice,  that  cruelty,  what  do  we 
else  but  rank  things  under  dififerezit    specific  names  as^ 
agreeing  to  those  abstract  ideas,  of  which  we  have  made 
those  names  the  signs  9    And  what  are  the  essences  of  those 
species,  set  out  and  marked  by  names,  but  those  abstract 
ideas  in  the  mind ;  which  are,  as  it  were,  the  bonds  between 
particular  things  that  exist,  and  the  names  they  are  to  be 
ranked  under  ? '     (Book  iii.  chap.  iii.  sees.  11  and  18.) 
'Things'         43.  In  the  first  of  these  remarkable  passages  we  begin 
not  geno-    y^|;}^  ^q  familiar  opposition  between  ideas  as  *  the  creatures 
of  the  mind '  and  real  things.    Ideas,  and  the  words  which 
express  them,  may  be  general,  but  things  cannot.     *  They 
are  all  of  them  particular  in  their  existence.'      Then  the 
ideas  and  words  themselves  appear  as  things,  and  as  such 
*  in  their  existence '  can  only  be  particular.     It  is  only  in  its 
signification,   i.e.   in    its  relation  to  other  ideas  which  it 
represents,  that  an  idea,  particular  itself,  becomes  general, 
and  this  relation  does  not  belong  to  the  *  existence '  of  the 
idea  or  to  the  idea  in  itself,  but  *  by  the  mind  of  man  is  added 
to  it.*      The  relation  being  thus  a  fictitious  addition  to 
reality,   *  general   and  universal    are  mere  inventions  and 
creatures  of   the  understanding.'     The    next  passage,  in 
spite  of  the  warning  that  all  ideas  are  particular  in  their 
existence,  still  speaks  of  general  ideas,  but  only  as  '  set  up  in 
the  mind.'    To  these  *  particular  things  existing  are  found 
to  agree,'  and  the  agreement  is  expressed  in  such  judgments 
as  *  this  is  a  man,  that  a  horse ;  this  is  justice,  that  cruelty ; ' 
the   *this'   and  *that'  representing  'particular    existing 
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I       ihmgs,'   ^  liorse '   and  '  craeltj '  abstract  general  ideas  to 
irUch  tliese  are  found  to  agree. 

f  44.  One   antithesis  is  certainly   maintained    throughout  Generality 

*        theae  passages — ^that    between  *real    existence    which    is  ^^^'JJ®?^ 
always  particular,  and  the  workmanship  of  the  mind/  which  mind. 
*  inyents '  generality.    Eeal  existence,  however,  is  ascribed 
(a)    to  things  themselves,    {b)   to    words   and  ideas,  even 
those  which  become  of  general  signification,  (c)  to  mixed 
'  modes,  for  in  the  proposition  <  this  is  justice,'  the  '  this ' 

must  represent  a  mixed  mode.  (Cf.  ii.  xii.  5.)  The  charac- 
teristic of  the  ^  really  existent,'  which  distinguishes  it  from 
the  workmanship  of  the  mind,  would  seem  to  be  mere  in- 
dividualiiy,  exclusive  of  all  relation.  The  simple  '  this '  and 
'  that,'  a^mrt  from  the  relation  expressed  in  the  judgmenl^ 

>  being  mere  individuals,  are  really  existent ;  and  conversely, 
ideas,  which  in  themselves  have  real  existence,  when  a  rela- 
tion, in  virtue  of  which  they  become  significant,  has  been 
^ added  to  them  by  the  mind,'  become  'inventions  of  the 
understanding.'  This  consists  with  the  express  statement  in 
the  chapter  on  *  relation '  (ii.  xxv.  8),  that  it  is  *  not  con- 
\  tained  in  the  existence  of  things,  but  is  something  extraneous 
and  superinduced.'  Thus  generality,  as  a  relation  between 
any  one  of  a  multitude  of  single  (not  necessarily  simple)  ideas, 
e.g.  single  ideas  of  horses,  and  all  the  rest — a  relation  which 
belongs  not  to  any  one  of  them  singly — is  superinduced  by 
the  understanding  upon  their  real,  i.e.  their  single  existence. 

>        Apart  from  this  relation,  it  would  seem,  or  in  their  mere 
singleness,  even  ideas  of  mixed  modes,  e.g.  this  act  of  justice, 

^       jBfiBj  have  real  existence. 

45.  The  result  of    Locke's    statement,  thus    examined.  The  result 
clearly  is  that  real  existence  belongs  to  the  present  momen-  ^?»  ^Y\- 
tary  act  of  consciousness,  and  to  that  alone.    Ascribed  as  it  of^each^°^ 
is  to  the  *  thing  itself,'  to  the  idea  which,  as  general,  has  it  not,  moment  is 
and  to  the  mixed  mode,  it  is  in  each  case  the  momentary     ^^^'^^  • 


/ 


presence  to  consciousness  that  constitutes  it.  To  a  thing 
itself,  as  distinct  from  the  presentation  to  consciousness,  it 
cannot  belong,  for  such  a  *  thing '  means  that  which  remains 
identical  with  itself  tmder  manifold  appearances,  and  both 
identity  and  appearance  imply  relation,  i.e.  *  an  invention  of 
the  mind.'  As  little  can  it  belong  to  the  content  of  any  idea, 
since  this  is  in  all  cases  constituted  by  relation  to  other 
ideas.     Thus  if  I  judge  '  this  is  sweet,'  the  real  existence  lies 

d2 


38  GENERAL  INTRODUCTION, 

in  the  simple  '  this,'  in  the  mere  form  of  presentation  at  an 
individual  now,  not  in  the  relation  of  this  to  other  flavours 
which  constitutes  the  determinate  sweetness,  or  to  a  sweet- 
ness at  other  times  tasted.    If  I  judge  '  this  is  a  horse,'  a 
present  vision  reallj  exists,  but  not  so  its  relation  to  other 
sensations  of  sight  or  touch,  closely  precedent  or  sequent, 
which  make  up  the  '  total  impression ;'  much  less  its  relation 
to  other  like  impressions  thought  of,   in  consideration  of 
which  a  common  name  is  applied  to  it.     If,  again,  I  judge 
'  this  is  an  act  of  justice,'  the  present  thought  of  the  act, 
as  present,  really  exists ;  not  so  those  relations  of  the  act 
which  either  make  it  just,  or  make  me  apply  the  name  to  it. 
It  is  true  that  according  to  this  doctrine  the  ^  really  existent ' 
is  the  tuimeaning,  and  that  any  statement  about  it  is  im- 
possible.    We  cannot  judge  of  it  without  bringing  it  into 
relation,  in  which  it  ceases  to  be  what  in  its  mere  singleness 
it  is,  and  thus  loses  its  reality,  overlaid  by  the  ^  invention  of 
the  understanding.'    Nay,  if  we  say  that  it   is  the  mere 

*  this  '  or  *  that,'  as  such — the  simple  *  here '  and  *  now ' — 
the  very  *  this,'  in  being  mentioned  or  judged  of,  becomes 
related  to  other  things  which  we  have  called  *  this,'  and  the 

*  now '  to  other  *  nows.'  Thus  each  acquires  a  generality, 
and  with  it  becomes  fictitious.  As  Plato  long  ago  taught — 
though  the  lesson  seems  to  require  to  be  taught  anew  to 
each  generation  of  philosophers — a  consistent  sensationalism 
must  be  speecliless.     Locke,  himseRTin  one  of  the*  passages 

i  quoted,  implicity  admits  this  by  indicating  that  only  through 
relations  or  in  their  generality  are  ideas  *  significant.' 
How  46.  He  was  not  the  man,  however,  to  become  speechless 

^^f  .t^.    ^^*  ^f  sheer  consistency.     He  has  a  redundancy  of  terms 
result.     T  and  tropes  for  disguising  from  himself  and  his  reader  the 
1  real  import  of  his  doctrine.      In  the  latter   part  of   the 
,  passage  quoted  we  find  that  the  relation  or   community 
!  between  ideas,  which  the  understanding  invents,  is  occa- 
j  sioned  by  a  *  similitude  which  it  observes  among  things.' 
The  general  idea  having  been  thus  invented,  *  things  are 
found  to  agree  with  it ' — as  is  natural  since  they  suggested  it. 
Hereupon  we  are  forced  to  ask  how,  if  all  relation  is  super- 
j  induced  upon  real  existence  by  the  understanding,  an  observed 
I  relation  of  similitude  among  things  can  occasion  the  superin- 
:^  duction ;  and  again  how  it  happens,  if  all  generality  of  ideas 
is  a  fiction  of  the  mind,  that  *  things  are  found  to  agree  with 
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general  ideas/    How  can  the  real  existence  called  *  this  *  or  - 
'  that/  which  only  really  exists  so  far  as  nothing  can  be 
said  of  it  but  that  it  is  *  this '  or  *  that,'  agree  with  anything 
whatever?     Agreement  implies  some  content,  some  deter-  I 
mination    by  properties,   i.e.  by  relations,   in  the    things  / 
agreeing,  whereas  the  really  existent  excludes  relation.    How y 
then  can  it  agree  with  the  abstract  general  idea,  the  import/ 
of  which,  according  to  Locke's  own  showing,  depends  solelyj 
on  relation? 

47.  Such  questions  did  not  occur  to  Locke,  because  while  Tho  *  par- 
asserting  the  mere  individuality  of  things  existent,  and  the  ^'*^'/. 
simplicity  of  all  ideas  as  given,  i.e.  as  real,  he  never  fully  the  indi- 
recognised  the  meaning  of  his  own  assertion.     Under  the  ^^j^^  , 
shelter  of  the  ambiguous  *  particular '  he  could  at  any  time  by  general 
substitute  for  the  mere  individual  the  determinate  individual,  relations, 
or  individual  qualified  by  community  with  other  things ;  just 
as,  again,  under  covering  of  the  '  simple  idea '  he  could  sub- 
stitute for  the  mere  momentary  consciousness  the  perception  ' 
of  a  definite  thing.    Thus  when  he  speaks  of  the  judgment 
^  this  is  gold '  as  expressing  the  agreement  of  a  real  (i.e.  in-  . 
dividual)  thing  with  a  general  idea,  he  thinks  of  ^  this '  as 
already  having,  apart  from  the  judgment,  the  determination 
which  it  first  receives  in  the  judgment.     He  thinks  of  it, 
in  other  words,  not  as  the  mere  'perishing' sensation*  or 
individual  void  of  relation,  but  as  a  sensation  symbolical  of 
other  possibilities  of  sensation  which,  as  so  many  relations  of 
a  thing  to  us  or  to  other  things,    are  connoted  by   the 
common  noun  *  gold/    It  thus  *  agrees '  with  the  abstract 
idea  or  conception  of  qualities,  i.e.  because  it  is  already  the 
*  creature  of  the  understanding,'  determined  by  relations 
which  constitute  a  generality  and  communiiy  between  it  and 
other  things.     Such  a  notion  of  the  really  existent  thing — 
wholly  inconsistent  with  his  doctrine  of  relation  and  of  the 
general — Locke  has  before  him  when  he  speaks  of  general 
ideas  as  formed  by  abstraction  of  certain  qualities  from  real 
things,  or  of  certain  ideas  from  other  ideas  that  accompany 
them  in  real  existence.     'When  some   one  first  lit  on  a 
parcel  of  that  sort  of  substance  we  denote  by  the  word  gold, 
...  its  peculiar  colour,  perhaps,  and  weight  were  the  first 
he  abstracted  from  it,  to  make  the  complex  idea  of  that  species 
•  •  •  another  perhaps  added  to  these  the  ideas  of  fusibility 

'  *AU  impression^  are  perishing  existences.* — Hums.     See  below,  paragraph  208. 
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and  fixedness  •  •  •  another  its  ductility  and  solubility  in 
aqua  regia.  These,  or  part  of  these,  put  together,  usually 
make  the  complex  idea  in  men's  minds  of  that  sort  of  body 
we  call  goJd,^  (Book  ii.  chap.  xxxi.  sec.  9.)  Here  the  supposi- 
tion is  that  a  thing,  multitudinously  qualified,  is  given  apart 
from  any  action  of  the  understanding,  which  then  proceeds 
to  act  in  the  way  of  successively  detaching  ('  abstracting ') 
these  qualities  and  recombining  them  as  the  idea  of  a  species. 
Such  a  recombination,  indeed,  would  seem  but  wasted 
labour.  The  qualities  are  assumed  to  be  already  found  by 
the  understanding  and  found  as  in  a  thing  ;  otherwise  the 
understanding  could  not  abstract  them  from  it.  Why 
should  it  then  painfully  put  together  in  imperfect  combina- 
tion what  has  been  previously  given  to  it  complete  9  Of  the 
complex  idea  which  results  from  the  work  of  abstraction, 
nothing  can  be  said  but  a  small  part  of  what  is  predicable 
of  the  known  thing  which  the  possibility  of  such  abstrac- 
tion presupposes. 
This  18  48.  'The  complex  idea  of  a  species,'  spoken  of  in  the 

the  real  passage  last  quoted,  corresponds  to  what,  in  Locke's  theory 
which  ab-  of  substanco,  is  called  the  '  idea  of  a  particular  sort  of  sub- 
Btraction  stance.'  In  considering  that  theory  we  saw  that,  according 
posedto  ^  ^^  account,  the  beginning  of  the  process  by  which  the 
start.  <  abstract  idea  of  substance '  was  formed,  was  either  that 
abstract  idea  itself,  the  mere  '  something,'  or  by  a  double 
contradiction  the  '  complex  idea  of  a  particular  sort  of  sub- 
stance '  which  yet  we  only  come  to  have  after  the  abstract 
idea  has  been  formed.  In  the  passage  now  before  us  there 
is  no  direct  mention  of  the  abstraction  of  the  '  substratum,' 
as  such,  but  only  of  the  quality,  and  hence  there  is  no 
ambiguity  about  the  paralogism.  It  is  not  a  mere  '  some- 
thing '  that  the  man  *  lights  upon,'  and  thus  it  is  not  this 
that  holds  the  place  at  once  of  the  given  and  the  derived, 
but  a  something  having  manifold  qualities  to  be  abstracted. 
In  other  words,  it  is  the  '  idea  of  a  particular  sort  of  sub- 
stance '  that  he  starts  from,  and  it  is  just  this  again  to  which, 
as  a  '  complex  idea  of  a  species,'  hiis  understanding  is  sup- 
posed gradually  to  lead  him.  The  understanding,  indeed, 
according  to  Locke,  is  never  adequate  to  nature,  and 
accordingly  the  qualities  abstracted  and  recombined  in  the 
complex  idea  always  fall  vastly  short  of  the  fulness  of  those 
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given   in  the  real  thing ;  or  as  he  states  it  in  terms  of  the 
multiplication  table  (Book  ii.  chap.  xzxi.  sec.  10), '  some  who 
have  examined  this  species  more  accurately  could,  I  believe, 
enumerate  ten  times  as  man j  properties  in  gold,  all  of  them 
as  inseparable  from  its  internal  constitution,  as  its  colour  or 
weight ;  and  it  is  probable  if  any  one  knew  all  the  properties 
that  are  by  divers  men  known  of  this  metal,  there  would  an 
hundred  times  as  many  ideas  go  to  the  complex  idea  of  gold, 
as  any  one  man  has  yet  in  his ;  and  yet  perhaps  that  would 
not  l^e  the  thousandth  part  of  what  is  to  be  discovered  in  it/ 
These  twa  million  properties,  and  upwards,  which  await  ab- 
straction in  gold,  are  all,  it  must  be  noted,  according  to 
Locke's  statement  elsewhere  (Book  ii.  chap  xxiii.  sec.  37), 
'  nothing  but  so  many  relations  to  other  substances.'    It  is 
just  on  account  of  these  multitudinous  relations  of  the  real 
thing  that  the  understanding  is  inadequate  to  its  compre- 
hension.    Yet  according  to  Locke's   doctrine    of   relationj 
these  must  all  be  themselves  ^  superinductions  of  the  mind,', 
and  the  greater  the  fulness  which  they  constitute,  the  fdrtheil 
is  the  distance  from  the  mere  individuality  which  elsewhere,^ 
in  contrast  with  the  fictitiousness  of  ^  generals,'  appears  as| 
the  equivalent  of  real  existence. 

49.  The  real  thing  and  the  creation  of  the  understanding  yet, 
thus  change  places.     That  which  is  given  to  the  understand-  cording  to 
ing  as  the  real,  which  it  finds  and  does  not  make,  is  not  now  trino^ 
the  bare  atom  upon  which  relations  have  to  be  artificially  relation, 
superinduced*     Nor  is  it  the  mere  present  feeling,  which  has  ^^^f 
*  by  the  mind  of  man '  to  be  made  ^  significant,'  or  represen-  thought. 
tative  of  past  experience.      It  is  itself  an  inexhaustible  com- 
plex of  relations,  whether  they  are  considered  as  subsisting 
between  it  and  other  things,  or  between  the  sensations  which 
it  is  *  fitted  to  produce  in  us.'    These  are  the  real,  which  is 
thus  a  system,  a  community ;  and  if  the  ^  general,'  as  Locke 
says,  is  that  which  '  has  the  capacity  of  representing  many 
pagrticulars,'  the  real  thing  itself  is  general,  for  it  represents 
— nay,  is  constituted  by — ^the   manifold  particular  feelings 
which,  mediately  or  immediately,  it  excites  in  us.     On  the 
other  hand,  the  invention  of  the  understanding,  instead  of 
giving  *  significance '  or  content  to  the  mere  individuality  of 
the  real,  as  it  does  according  to  Locke's  theory  of  *  generals,' 
now  appears  as  detaching  fragments  from  the  fulness  of  the 
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real  to  recombine  thenL  in  an  '  abstract  essence '  of  its  own. 
Instead  of  adding  complexity  to  the  simple,  it  snbtracts  from, 
the  complex. 

50.  To  gather  up,  then,  the  lines  of  contradiction  which 
traverse  Locke's  doctrine  of  real  existence  as  it  appears 
in  his  account  of  general  and  complex  ideas: — The  idea 
of   substance  is  an  abstract  general  idea^  not  given   di- 
rectly in  sensation  or  reflection,  but  *  invented  by  the  un- 
derstanding,' as  by  consequence  must  be  ideas  of  particular 
sorts  of  substances  which  presuppose  the  abstract  idea.     On 
the  other  hand,  the  ideas  of   sensation  and  reflection,  from 
which  the  idea  of  substance  is  abstracted,  and  to  which  as 
real  it  as  an  invention  is  opposed,  are  ideas  of  '  something,' 
and  are  only  real  as  representative  of  something.     But  this 
idea  of  something  =  the  idea  of  substance.     Therefore  the 
idea  of  substance  is  the  presupposition,  and  the  condition 
of  the  reality,  of  the  very  ideas  from  which  it  is  said  to  be 
derived.    Again,  if  the  general  idea  of  substance  is  got  by 
abstraction,  it  must  be  originally  given  in.  conjunction  with 
the  ideas  of  sensation  or  reflection  from  which  it  is  afterwards 
abstracted,  i.e.  separated.     But  in  such  conjunction  it  con- 
stitutes the  ideas  of  particular  sorts  of  substances.     There- 
fore these  latter  ideas,  which  yet  we  *  come  to  have  '  after 
;  the  general  idea  of  substance,  form  the  prior  experience  from 
;  which  this  general  idea  is  abstracted.     Further,  this  original 
experience,  from  which  abstraction  starts,  being  of  *  sorts  of 
substances,'  and  these  sorts  being  constituted  by  relations,  it 
follows  that  relation  is  given  in  the  original  experience. 
But  that  which  is  so  given  is  '  real  existence '  in  opposition 
to  the  invention  of  the  understanding.     Therefore  these 
relations,  and  the  community  which  they  constitute,  really 
exist.      On  the  other  hand,  mere  individuals  alone  really 
exist,  while  relations  between  them  are  superinduced  by  the 
mind.     Once  more,  the  simple  idea  given  in  sensation  or 
reflection,  as  it  is  made /or  not  6y  us,  has  or  results  from  real 
existence,  whereas  general  and  complex  ideas  are  the  work- 
manship of  the  mind.     But  this  workmanship  consists  in  the 
abstraction  of  ideas  from  each  other,  and  from  that  to  which 
they  are  related  as  qualities.     It  thus  presupposes  at  once 
the  general  idea  of  *  something '  or  substance,  and  the  com- 
plex idea  of  qualities  of  the  something.    Therefore  it  must 
be  general  and  complex  ideas  that  are  real,  as  made  for  and 
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not  bj  us,  and  that  afford  the  inyentive  understanding  its 
material*  Yet  if  so — if  they  are  given — why  make  them 
over  again  by  abstraction  and  recomplication  9 

61.  We  may  get  over  the  last  difficulty,  indeed,  by  dis-  Thoy  can- 
tinguishing  betyreen  the  complex  and  confused,  between  ^^^J^^q 
abstraction  and  analysis.   We  may  say  that  what  is  originally  without 
given  in  experience  is  the  confused,  which  to  us  is  simple,  or  T!*^]®^^^^ 
in  other  words  has  no  definite  content,  because,  till  it  has  funda- 
been  analysed,  nothing  can  be  said  of  it,  though  in  itself  it  mo^t^l 
i    is  infinitely  complex;  that  thus  the  process,  which  Locke 
roughly  calls  abstraction,   and  which,  as  he  describes  it, 
consists  merely  m  taking  grains  from  the  big  heap  that  is 
given  in  order  to  make  a  little  heap  of  one's  own,  is  yet, 
rightly  understood,  the  true  process  of  knowledge — a  process 
which  may  be  said  at  once  to  begin  with  the  complex  and  to 
end  with  it,  to  take  from  the  concrete  and  to  constitute  it, 
because  it  begins  with  that  which  is  in  itself  the  frdness  of 
reality,  but  which  only  becomes  so  for  us  as  it  is  gradually 
spelt  out  by  our  analysis.    To  put  the  case  thus,  however, 
is  not  to  correct  Locke's  statement,  but  wholly  to  change  his 
doctrine.     It  renders  futile  his  easy  method  of  '  sending  a  i 
man  to  his  senses '  for  the  discovery  of  reality,  and  destroys  \ 
the  supposition  that  the   elements  of  knowledge  can  be 
ascertained  by  the  interrogation  of  the  individual  conscious- 
ness.    Such    consciousness    can    tell  nothing    of  its  own 
beginning,  if  of  this  beginning,  as  of  the  pru^ely  indefinite, 
nothing  can  be  said ;   if  it  only  becomes  defined  through 
relations,  which  in  its  state  of  primitive  potentiality  are  not 
actually  in  it.     The  senses  again,  so  far  from  being,  in  that 
mere  passivity  which    Locke  ascribes  to  them,  organs  of 
ready-made  reality,  can  have  nothing  to  tell,  if  it  is  only 
through  the  active  processes  of '  discerning,  comparing,  and 
compounding,'  that  they  acquire  a  definite  content.     But  to 
admit  this  is  nothing  else  than,  in  order  to  avoid  a  contra- 
diction  of  which  Locke  was  not  aware,  to  efface  just  that 
characteristic  of  his  doctrine  which  commends  it  to  '  common 
sense ' — ^the  supposition,  namely,  that  the  simple  datum  of 
sense,  as  it  is  for  sense  or  in  its  mere  individuality,  is  the 
real,  in  opposition  to  the  *  invention  of  the  mind.'      That 
this  supposition  is  to  make  the  real  the  unmeaning,  the  \ 
empty,  of  which  nothing  can  be  said,  he  did  not  see  because,  i 
under  an  unconscious  delusion  of  words,  even  while  asserting  \ 
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that  the  names  of  simple  ideas  are  undefinable  (Book  in. 
chap.  iy.  sec.  4),  which  means  that  nothing  can  be  said  of 
snch  ideas,  and  while  admitting  that  the  processes  of  dis- 
cerning, comparing,  and  compounding  ideas,  which  mean 
nothing  else  than  the  bringing  them  into  relation^  or  the 
snperindaction  upon  them  of  fictions  of  the  mind,  are 
necessary  to  constitute  even  the  beginnings  of  knowledge,  he 
jet  allows  himself  to  invest  the  simple  idea,  as  the  real,  with 
those  definite  qualities  which  can  only  accrue  to  it,  accojrding 
to  his  showing,  firom  the  *  inventive '  action  of  the  under- 
standing. 

As  real  52.  Thus  invested,  it  is  already  substance  or  symbolical  of 
Sraimpio  substance,  not  a  mere  feeling  but  a  f^jf.  ^hjngf^  recognised 
idea  cat-  either  under  that  minimum  of  qualification  which  enables  us 
"nyentod ^  merely  to^say  that  it  is  *  something,'  or  (in  Locke's  language) 
relation  of  abstract  substaucc,  or  under  the  greater  complication  of 
qualities  which  constitutes  a  'particular  sort  of  substance' — 
gold,  horse,  water,  &c.  Beal  existence  thus  means  substance. 
It  is  not  the  simple  idea  or  sensation  by  itself  that  is  real, 
but  this  idea  as  caused  by  a  thing.  It  is  the  thing  that  is 
primarily  the  real ;  the  idea  only  secondarily  so,  because  it 
results  from  a  power  in  the  thing.  As  we  have  seen,  Locke's 
doctrine  of  the  necessary  adequacy,  reality,  and  truth  of  the 
simple  idea  turns  upon  the  supposition  that  it  is,  and  an- 
nounces itself  as  an  '  ectype '  of  an  '  archetype.'  But  there 
is  not  a  different  archetype  to  each  sensation ;  if  there  were, 
in  '  reporting '  it  the  sensation  would  do  no  more  than  report 
itself.  It  is  the  supposed  single  cause  of  manifold  different 
sensations  or  simple  ideas,  to  which  a  single  name  is  applied. 
*  If  sugar  produce  in  us  the  ideas  which  we  caU  whiteness 
and  sweetness,  we  are  sure  there  is  a  power  in  sugar  to 
produce  those  ideas  in  our  minds And  so  each  sensa- 
tion answering  the  power  that  operates  on  any  of  our  senses, 
the  idea  so  produced  is  a  real  idea  (and  not  a  fiction  of  the 
mind,  which  has  no  power  to  produce  any  single  idea),  and 


'  Locke  only  states  this  explicitly  of 
comparison,  *an  operation  of  the  mind 
about  its  ideas,  npon  which  depends  all 
that  large  tribe  of  ideas,  comprehended 
under  relation.'  (Book  ii.  chap.  xi.  sec. 
4.)  It  is  clear,  howeyer,  that  the  same 
remark  must  apply  to  the  '  discernment 
of  ideas/  which  IS  strictly  correlatiye 
to  comparison,  and  to  their  oompositioot 


which  means  that  they  are  brought  into 
relation  as  constituents  of  a  whole. 

That  these  three  processes  are  neces- 
sary to  constitute  the  beginnings  of 
knowledge,  according  to  Locke,  appears 
from  Book  ii.  chap.  xi.  sec  15,  taken  in 
connection  with  what  precedes  in  that 
chapter. 
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cannot  but  be  adequate  •  •  .  .  and  so  all  simple  ideas  are 
adequate.'  (Book  u.  chap.  xxxi.  sec.  2.)  The  sugar,  which 
is  here  the  '  archetype '  and  the  source  of  reality  in  the  idea, 
is  just  what  Locke  elsewhere  calls  '  a  particular  sort  of 
substance,'  as  the  '  something '  from  which  a  certain  set  of 
sensations  result,  and  in  which,  as  sensible  qualities,  thej 
inhere.  Strictly  speaking,  however,  according  to  Locke,  that 
which  inheres  in  the  thing  is  not  the  quality,  as  it  is  to  us, 
but  a  power  to  produce  it.  (Book  n.  chap.  viii.  sec.  23,  and 
c.  xxiii.  37.) 

53.  In  calling  a  sensation  or  idea  the  product  of  a  power,  Comla- 
substance  is  presupposed  just  as  much  as  in  calling  it  a  ^^^a 
sensible  quality ;  only  that  with  Locke  '  quality '  conveyed  substasee. 
the  notion  of  inherence  in  the  substance,  power  that  of 
relation  to  an  effect  not  in  the  substance  itself.  '  Secondary 
qualities  are  nothing  but  the  powers  which  eubstancea  have  to 
produce  several  ideas  in  us  by  our  senses,  which  ideas  are 
not  in  the  things  themselves,  otherwise  than  as  anything  is 
in  its  cause.'  (Book  ii.  chap,  xxiii.  sec.  9.)  ^  Most  of  the 
simple  ideas,  that  make  up  our  complex  ideas  of  substances, 
are  only  powers  ....  or  relations  to  other  substances  (or, 
as  he  explains  elsewhere,  ^  relations  to  our  perceptions,' '),  and 
are  not  really  in  the  substance  considered  barely  in  itself.' 
(Book  n.  chap,  xxiii.  sec.  37,  and  xxxi.  8.)  That  this  implies 
the  inclusion  of  the  idea  of  cause  in  that  of  substance,  appears 
from  Locke's  statement  that  '  whatever  is  considered  by  us 
to  operate  to  the  producing  any  particular  simple  idea  which 
did  not  before  exist,  hath  thereby  in  our  minds  the  relation 
of  a  cause.'  (Book  u.  chap.  xxvi.  sec.  1.)  Thus  to  be  con* 
scions  of  the  reality  of  a  simple  idea,  as  that  which  is  not 
made  by  the  subject  of  the  idea,  but  results  from  a  power  in 
a  thing,  is  to  have  the  idea  of  substance  as  cause.  This 
latter  idea  must  be  the  condition  of  the  consciousness  of 
reality.  If  the  consciousness  of  reality  is  implied  in  the  be- 
ginning of  knowledge,  so  must  the  correlative  ideas  be  of  / 
cause  and  substance. 

54  On  examining  Locke's  second  rehearsal  of  his  theory  How  do  wo 
in  the  fourth  book  of  the  Essay— that '  On  Knowledge '—  \^^^  ^^] 
we  are  led  to  this  result  quite,  as  inevitably  as  in  the  book  respond  to 
*  On  Ideas.'    He  has  a  special  chapter  on  the  *  reality  of  ^'^^^f 
human  knowledge,'  where  he  puts  the  problem  thus : — '  It  is 

>  Book  n.  chap.  xzi.  ioe.  8. 
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Locke's  evident  the  mind  knows  not  things  immediately,  but  only  by 
answer.  ^^^  intervention  of  the  ideas  it  has  of  them.  Owe  knowledge 
therefore  is  real  only  so  far  as  there  is  a  conformity  between 
our  ideas  and  the  reality  of  things.  But  what  shall  be  here 
the  criterion  P  How  shall  the  mind,  when  it  perceives  no- 
thing but  its  own  ideas,  know  that  they  agree  with  things 
themselves  9 '  (Book  iv.  chap.  iv.  sec.  8.)  It  knows  this,  he 
proceeds  to  show,  in  the  case  of  simple  ideas,  because  '  since 
the  mind  can  by  no  means  make  them  to  itself,  they  must  be 
the  product  of  things  operating  on  the  mind  in  a  natural 

way Simple  ideas  are  not  fictions  of  our  fancies,  but 

the  natural  and  regular  productions  of  things  without  us, 
really  operating  upon  us ;  and  so  carry  with  them  all  the 
conformity  which  is  intended,  or  which  our  state  requires, 
for  they  represent  to  us  things  under  those,  appearances 
which  they  are  fitted  to  produce  in  us ;  whereby  we  are  en- 
abled to  distinguish  the  sorts  of  particular  substances,'  &c. 
&c.     (Book  IV.  chap.  iv.  sec.  4.)     The  whole  force  of  this 
passage  depends  on  the  notion  that  simple  ideas  are  already 
to  the  subject  of  them  not  his  own  making,  but  the  product 
of  a  thing,  which  in  its  relation  to  these  ideas  is  a  '  particular 
sort  of  substance.'    It  is  the  reception  of  such  ideas,  so 
related,  that  Locke  calls  '  sensitive  knowledge  of  particular 
existence,'  or  a  *  perception  of  the  mind,  employed  about  the 
particular  existence  of  finite  beings  without  us.'     (Book  iv. 
chap.  ii.  sec.  14.)     This,  however,  he  distinguishes  fix)m  two 
other  *  degrees  of  knowledge  or  certainty,'  *  intuition '  and 
^  demonstration,'  of  which,  the  former  is  attained  when  the 
agreement  or  disagreement  of  two  ideas  is  perceived  immedi- 
ately, the  latter  when  it  is  perceived  mediately  through  the 
intervention  of  certain  other  agreements  or  disagreements 
(less  or  more),  each  of  which  must  in  turn  be  perceived 
immediately.     Demonstration,  being  thus  really  but  a  series 
of  intuitions,  carries  the  same  certainty  as  intuition,  only  it 
is  a  certainty  which  it  requires  more  or  less  pains  and  atten- 
tion to  apprehend.      (Book  iv.  chap.  ii.  sec.  4.)      Of  the 
*  other  perception  of  the  mind,  employed  about  the  particular 
existence  of  finite  beings  without  us,'  which  '  passes  under 
the  name  of  knowledge,'  he  explains  that  although  *  going 
beyond  bare  probability,  it  reaches  not  perfectly  to  either  of 
the  foregoing  degrees  of  certainty.'    *  There  can  be  nothing 
more  certain,'  he  proceeds,  '  than  that  the  idea  we  receive 
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from  an  external  object  is  in  our  minds;  this  is  intuitive 
knowledge.  But  whether  there  be  anything  more  than  barely 
that  idea  in  our  minds,  whether  we  can  thence  certainly  infer 
the  existence  of  anything  without  us  which  corresponds  to 
that  idea,  is  that  whereof  some  men  think  there  may  be  a 
question  made ;  because  men  may  have  such  ideas  in  their 
minds,  when  no  such  thing  exists,  no  such  object  affects 
their  senses/     (Book  iv.  chap.  ii.  sec.  14.) 

55.  It  is  clear  that  here  in  his  very  statement  of  the  ques-  it  assumes 
tion  Locke  begs  the  answer.     If  the  intuitive  certainty  is  <^^*f™- 
that   ^  the  idea  we  receive  from  an  external  object  is  in  our  aro  con- 
minds,'  ^  how  is  it  possible  to  doubt  whether  such  an  object  w^jp^iy 
exists  and  affects  our  senses  ?    This  impossibility  of  spealdng  things  Uuit 
of  the  simple  idea,  except  as  received  from  an  object,  may  cause 
account  for  Locke's  apparent  inconsistency  in  finding  the     ^^' 
assurance  of  the  reality  of  knowledge   (under  the  phrase 

*  evidence  of  the  senses ')  just  in  that  *  perception '  which 
reaches  not  to  intuitive  or  demonstrative  certainty,  and  only 

*  passes  under  the  name  of  knowledge.'  In  the  passage  just 
quoted  he  shows  that  he  is  cognizant  of  the  distinction  be-* 
tween  the  simple  idea  and  the  perception  of  an  existence 
corresponding  to  it,  and  in  consequence  distinguishes  this 
perception  from  proper  intuition,  but  in  the  very  statement 
of  the  distinction  it  eludes  him.  The  simple  idea,  as  he 
speaks  of  it,  becomes  itself,  as  consciously  '  received  from  an 
external  object,'  the  perception  of  existence;  just  as  we  have 
previously  seen  it  become  the  judgment  of  identity  or  per- 
ception of  the  *  agreement  of  an  idea  with  itself,'  which  is  his 
first  kind  of  knowledge. 

56.  In  short,  with  Locke  the  simple  idea,  the  perception  Lively 
of  existence  corresponding  to  the  idea,  and  the  judgment  of  ^^^  "^* 
identity,  are  absolutely  merged,  and  in  mutual  involution,  they  must 
sometimes  under  one  designation,  sometimes  under  another,  ^  o^^ 
are  alike  presented  as  the  beginning  of  knowledge.   As  occa-  ^      "^' 
sion  requires,  each  does  duty  for  the  other.     Thus,  if  the 

*  reality  of  knowledge  '  be  in  question,  the  simple  idea,  which 
is  given,  is  treated  as  involving  the  perception  of  existence, 
and  the  reality  is  established.  If  in  turn  this  perception  is 
distinguished  from  the  simple  idea,  and  it  is  asked  whether 

'  I  do  not  now  raise  the  question,  '  intuitive  certainty '  or  knowledge  ae* 

What  are  here  the  ideas,  which  must  be  cording    to    Locke's  definition.      See 

immediately  perceived  to  agree  or  dis-  below,  paragraphs  59,  lOl,  and  147. 
agree  in  wder  to  make  it  a  case  of 


46 


GENERAL  INTRODUOTION. 


Present 
sonsation 


the  correspondence  between  idea  and  existence  is  properly 
matter  of  knowledge,  the  simple  idea  has  only  to  be  treated 
as  involving  the  jndgmen*  of  identity,  which  again  involves 
that  of  existence,  and  the  question  is  answered.  So  in  the 
context  under  consideration  (Book  rv.  ^hap.  ii.  sec.  14),  after 
raising  the  question  as  to  the  existence  of  a  thing  corres- 
ponding to  the  idea,  he  answers  it  by  the  counter  question, 
*  whether  anyone  is  not  invincibly  conscious  to  himself  of  a 
different  perception,  when  he  looks  on  the  sun  by  day,  and 
thinks  on  it  by  night ;  when  he  actually  tastes  wormwood, 
or  smells  a  rose,  or  only  thinks  on  that  savour  or  odour  ? 
We  as  plainly  find  the  difference  there  is  between  any  idea 
revived  in  our  minds  by  our  own  memory,  and  actually  com- 
ing into  our  minds  by  our  senses,  as  wo  do  between  any  two 
distinct  ideas/  The  force  of  the  above  lies  in  its  appeal  to 
the  perception  of  identity,  or — ^to  apply  the  language  in 
which  Locke  describes  this  perception — tiie  knowledge  that 
the  idea  which  a  man  calls  the  smell  of  a  rose  is  the  very 
idea  it  is.*  The  mere  difference  in  liveliness  between  the 
present  and  the  recalled  idea,  which,  as  Berkeley  and  Hume 
rightly  maintained,  is  the  only  difference  between  them  as 
mere  ideas,  cannot  by  itself  constitute  the  difference  between 
the  knowledge  of  the  presence  of  a  thing  answering  to  the 
idea  and  the  knowledge  of  its  absence.  It  can  only  do  this 
if  the  more  lively  idea  is  identified  vrith  past  lively  ideas  as 
a  representation  of  one  and  the  same  thing  which  *  agrees 
with  itself'  in  contrast  to  the  multiplicity  of  the  sensations, 
its  signs.  Only  in  virtue  of  this  identification  can  either  the 
liveliness  of  the  idea  show  that  the  thing — the  sun  or  the 
rose — is  there,  or  the  want  of  liveliness  that  it  is  not,  for 
without  it  there  would  be  no  thing  to  be  there  or  not  to  be 
there.  It  is  because  this  identification  is  what  Locke  imder- 
stands  by  the  first  sort  of  perception  of  agreement  between 
ideas,  and  because  he  virtually  finds  this  perception  again  in 
the  simple  idea,  that  the  simple  idea  is  to  him  the  index  of 
reality.  But  if  so,  the  idea  in  its  primitive  simplicity  is  the 
sign  of  a  thing  that  is  ever  the  same  in  the  same  relations, 
and  we  find  the  *  workmanship  of  the  mind,'  its  inventions 
of  substance,  cause,  and  relation,  in  the  very  rudiments  of 
I  knowledge. 

67.  With  that  curious  tendency  to  reduplication,  which  is 

'  See  above,  paragraph  25. 


TESTIMONY  OF  THE  SENSES.  47 

one  of  his  characteristics,  Locke,  after  devoting  a  chapter  to  f'^^,  , 
the  *  reality  of  human  knowledge,'  of  which  the  salient  pas-  of  ^xiet?* 
sage  as  to  simple  ideas  has  been  already  quoted,  has  another  ence. 
upon  our  *  knowledge  of  existence.'  Here  again  it  is  the 
sensitive  knowledge  of  things  actually  present  to  our  senses, 
which  with  him  is  merely  a  synonym  for  the  simple  idea, 
that  is  the  prime  criterion.  (Book  iv.  chap,  iii  sees.  5  and  2, 
and  chap.  ii.  sec.  2.)  After  speaking  of  the  knowledge  of 
our  own  being  and  of  the  existence  of  a  God  (about  which 
more  will^  be  said  below),  he  proceeds,  *  No  particular  man 
can  know  the  existence  of  any  other  being,  but  only  when, 
by  actually  operating  upon  him,  it  makes  itself  perceived  by 
him.  For  the  having  the  idea  of  anything  in  our  mind  no 
more  proves  the  existence  of  that  thing,  than  the  picture  of 
a  man  evidences  his  being  in  the  world,  or  the  visions  of  a 
dream  make  thereby  a  true  history.  It  is  therefore  the 
actual  receiving  of  ideas  from  without,  that  gives  us  notice 
of  the  existence  of  other  things,  and  makes  us  know  that 
something  doth  exist  at  that  time  without  us,  which  causes 
that  idea  in  us,  though  perhaps  we  neither  know  nor  consider 
how  it  does  it ;  for  it  takes  not  from  the  certainty  of  our 
senses  and  the  ideas  we  receive  by  them,  that  we  Jbiow  not 
the  manner  wherein  they  are  produced ;  e.  g.  whilst  I  write 
this,  I  have,  by  the  paper  affecting  my  eyes,  that  idea  pro- 
duced in  my  mind,  which,  whatever  object  causes,  I  call 
white ;  by  which  I  know  that  the  quality  or  accident  (i.  e. 
whose  appearance  before  my  eyes  always  causes  that  idea) 
doth  really  exist,  and  hath  a  being  without  me.  And  of  this 
the  greatest  assurance  I  can  possibly  have,  and  to  which  my 
faculties  can  attain,  is  the  testimony  of  my  eyes,  which  are 
the  proper  and  sole  judges  of  this  thing,  whose  testimony  I 
have  reason  to  rely  on,  as  so  certain,  that  I  can  no  more 
doubt  whilst  I  write  this,  that  I  see  white  and  blacky  and 
that  something  really  exists  that  causes  that  sensation  in  me, 
than  that  I  write  and  move  my  hand.'     (Book  iv.  chap.  i3»  Ti/, 

sees,  ^f.)      /--  ^ 

58.  Seasons  are  afterwards  given  for  the  assurance  that  Beasons 
the  *  perceptions '  in  question  are  produced  in  us  by  *  exterior  ^.  *^ 
causes  affecting  our  senses.'  The  first  {a)  is,  that  ^  those  must  bo 
that  want  the  organs  of  any  sense  never  can  have  the  idea«  ^^^^^ 
belonging  to  that  sense  produced  in  their  mind.'  The  next 
(6),  that  whereas  ^  if  I  turn  my  eyes  at  noon  toward  the  sun^ 
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I  cannot  avoid  the  ideas  which  the  light  or  the  sun  then  pro- 
duces in  me ;'  on  the  other  hand,  *  when  mj  eyes  are  shut  or 
windows  fast,  as  I  can  at  pleasure  recall  to  my  mind  the  ideas 
of  light  or  the  sun,  which  former  sensations  had  lodged  in 
my  memory,  so  I  can  at  pleasure  lay  them  by/  Again  (c), 
'  many  of  those  ideas  are  produced  in  us  with  pain  which 
afterwards  we  remember  without  the  least  offence.  Thus 
the  pain  of  heat  or  cold,  when  the  idea  of  it  is  revived  in 
our  minds,  gives  us  no  disturbance ;  which,  when  felt,  was 
very  troublesome,  and  is  again,  when  actually  repeated ; 
which  is  occasioned  by  the  disorder  the  external  object 
causes  in  our  body,  when  applied  to  it.'  Mnally  (d),  *  our 
senses  in  many  cases  bear  vdtness  to  the  truth  of  each  other's 
report,  concerning  the  existence  of  sensible  things  without 
us.  He  that  sees  a  fire  may,  if  he  doubt  whether  it  be  any- 
thing more  than  a  bare  fancy,  feel  it  too.'  Then  comes  the 
conclusion,  dangerously  qualified :  *  When  our  senses  do 
actually  convey  into  our  understandings  any  idea,  we  can- 
not but  be  satisfied  that  there  doth  something  at  that  time 
really  exist  without  us,  which  doth  affect  our  senses,  and  by 
them  give  notice  of  itself  to  'Our  apprehensive  faculties,  and 
actually  produce  that  idea  which  we  thed  perceive ;  and  we 
cannot  so  far  distrust  their  testimony  as  to  doubt  that  such 
collections  of  simple  ideas,  as  we  have  observed  by  our  senses 
to  be  united  together,  actually  exist  together.  But  this 
knowledge  extends  as  far  as  the  present  testimony  of  our 
senses,  employed  about  particular  objects,  that  do  then  affect 
them,  and  no  further.  For  if  I  saw  such  a  collection  of 
simple  ideas  as  is  wont  to  be  called  man,  existing  together 
one  minute  since,  and  am  now  alone ;  I  cannot  be  certain 
that  the  same  man  exists  now,  since  there  is  no  necessary 
connexion  of  his  existence  a  minute  since  with  his  existence 
now.  By  a  thousand  ways  he  may  cease  to  be,  since  I  had 
the  testimony  of  my  senses  for  his  existence.'  (Book  iv. 
y-  \  chap.  tSL  sec.  9.) 
How  does  ^^'  ^po^  *^®  *  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  things,'  thus 
this  ac-  established,  it  has  to  be  remarked  in  the  first  place  that, 
l^kVs^  after  all,  according  to  Locke's  explicit  statement,  it  is  not 
definition  properly  knowledge.  It  is  *  an  assurance  that  deserves  the 
Wff^^^'  ^^°^®  ^^  knowledge '  (Book  iv.  chap.4v  sec.  14,  and  iii.  sec.  3),  7^  \ 
yet  being  neither  itself  an  intuition  of  agreement  between 
ideas,  nor  resoluble  into  a  series  of  such  intuitions,  the  de- 
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finition  of  knowledge  excludes  it.     Only  if  existence  were 
itself  an  '  idea,'  would  the  consciousness  of  the  agreement 
of  the  idea  with  it  be  a  case  of  knowledge ;  but  to  make 
existence  an  idea  is  to  make  the  whole  question  about  the 
agreement  of  ideas,  as  such,  with  existence,  as  such,  unmean- 
ing.    To  seek  escape  from  this  dilemma  by  calling  the  con- 
sciousness of  the  agreement  in  question  an  *  assurance ' 
instead  of  knowledge  is  a  mere  verbal  subterfuge.    There  \ 
can  be  no  assurance  of  agreement  between  an  idea  and  that   | 
which  is  no  object  of  consciousness  at  all.     If,  however, 
existence  is  an  object  of  consciousness,  it  can,  according  to 
Locke,  be  nothing  but  an  idea,  and  the  question  as  to  the 
assurance  of  agreement  is  no  less  unmeaning  than  the  ques-  / 
tion  as  to  the  knowledge  of  it.    The  raising  of  the  question  I 
in  fact,  as  Locke  puts  it,  implies  the  impossibility  of  answer- 
ing it.     It  cannot  be  raised  with  any  significance,  unless 
existence  is  external  to  and  other  than  an  idea.    It  cannot] 
be  answered  unless  existence  is,  or  is  given  in,  an  object  of] 
consciousness,  i.  e.  an  idea. 

60.  As  usual,  Locke  disguises  this  difficulty  from  himself.  Lockers  ae- 
because  in  answering  the  question  he  alters  it.   The  question,  V  ^^^  ^J 
as  he  asks  it^  is  whether,  given  the  idea,  we  can  have  posterior  mony  of 
assurance  of  something  else  corresponding  to  it.     The  ques-  ^®°*®    . . 
tion,  as  he  answers  it,  is  whether  the  idea  includes  the  con-  question 
sciousness  of  a  real  thing  as  a  constituent;  and  the  answer  ^  ^o  its 
consists  in  the  simple  assertion,  variously  repeated,  that  itj  J^^'.^ 
does.     It  is  clear,  however,  that  this  answer  to  the  latter  fluous. 
question  does  not  answer,  but  renders  unmeaning,  the  ques- 
tion as  it  is  originally  asked.     If,  according  to  Locke's  ownl 
showing,  there  is  nowhere  tm  anything  to  be  found  by  us  but\  ^J^ 
in  our  *  ideas '  or  our  consciousness — if  the  thing  is  given  in 
and  with  the  idea,  so  that  the  idea  is  merely  the  thing  ex 
parte  nostrd — ^then  to  ask  if  the  idea  agrees  with  the  thing  is  \ 
as  futile  as  to  ask  whether  hearing  agrees  with  sound,  or  the  I 
voice  with  the  words  it  utters.     That  the  thing  is  so  given  is 
implied  throughout  Locke's  statement  of  the  *  assurance  we 
have  of  the  existence  of  material  beings,'  as  well  as  of  the 
confirmations  of  this  assurance.    If  the  '  idea  which  I  call  t 
white '  means  the  knowledge  that  *  the  property  or  accident  • 
(i.  e.  whose  appearance  before  my  eyes  always  causes  that  j 
idea)  doth  really  exist  and  hath  a  being  without  me,'  then  | 
consciousness  of  existence — outward,  permanent,  substantive, 
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and  causative  existence — is  involved  in  the  idea,  and  no  ul- 
terior question  of  agreement  between  idea  and  existence  can 
properly  arise.    But  unless  the  simple  idea  is  so  interpreted, 
the  senses  have  no  testimony  to  give.    If  it  is  so  interpreted, 
'  no  extraneous  '  reason  to  rely  upon  the  testimony '  can  be 
discovered,  for  such  reason  can  only  be  a  repetition  of  the 
testimony  itself. 
Conflrma'        61.  This  becomos  clearer  upon  a  view  of  the  confirmations 
tionsof  the  of  the  testimony,  as  Locke  gfives  them.     They  all,  we  may 
turn  u^n    remark  by  the  way,  presuppose  a  distinction  between  the 
the  dis-       simple  idea  as  originally  represented  and  the  same  as  recalled 
betwMn      ^r  revived.     This  distinction,  fixed  by  the  verbal  one  between 
*  jmpreB-      *  impression  *  and  *  idea,'  we  shall  find  constantly  maintained 
idea.*°       ^lUd  all-important  in  Hume's  system ;  but  in  Locke,  though 
upon  it  (as  we  shall  see)  rests  his  distinction  between  real 
and  nominal  essence  and  his  confinement  of  general  know- 
ledge to  the  latter,  it  seems  only  to  turn  up  as  an  afterthought. 
In  the  account  of  the  reality  and  adequacy  of  ideas  it  does 
not  appear  at  all.     There  the  distinction  is  merely  between 
the  simple  idea,  as  such,  and  the  complex,  as  such,  without 
any  further  discrimination  of  the  simple  idea  as  originally 
produced  fi-om  the  same  as  recalled.     So,  too,  in  the  opening 
account  of  the  reception  of  simple  ideas  (Book  ii.  chap.  xii. 
sec.  1),  *  Perception,*  'Eetention,'  and  'Discerning'  are  all 
reckoned  together  as  alike  forms  of  the  passivity  of  the  mind, 
in  contrast  with  its  activity  in  combination  and  abstraction, 
though  retention  and  discerning  have  been  previously  de- 
scribed in  terms  which  imply  activity.   In  the  *  confirmations' 
before  us,  however,  the  distinction  between  the  originally 
produced  and  the  revived  is  essential. 
They  de-         62.  The  first  turns  upon  the  impossibility  of  producing  an 
pend  on      i^tea  de  novo  without  the  action  of  sensitive  organs ;  the  two 
whlXpre-  ^^^  upon  the  diflference  between  the  idea  as  produced  through 
supposefl     these  organs  and  the  like  idea  as  revived  at  the  will  of  the 
cription  of  individual.     It  is  hence  inferred  that  the  idea  as  originally 
sensation     produced  is  the  work  of  a  thing,  which  must  exist  in  rerum 
ward  ^^^    naturdy  and  by  way  of  a  fourth  '  confirmation  '  the  man  who 
cause.         doubts  this  in  the  case  of  one  sensation  is  invited  to  try  it  in 
another.     If,  on  seeing  a  fire,  he  thinks  it  *  bare  fancy,'  i.  e. 
doubts  whether  his  idea  is  caused  by  a  thing,  let  him  put  his 
hand  into  it.     This  last  *  confirmation  '  need  not  be  further 
noticed  here,  since  the  operation  of  a  producing  thing  is  as 
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certain  or  as  doubtful  for  one  sensation  as  for  another.'  Two 
certainties  are  not  more  sure  than  one,  nor  can  two  doubts 
make  a  certainty.    The  other  ^  confirmations '  alike  lie  in  the 
words  '  product '  and  ^  organ.'    A  man  has  a  certain  ^  idea :' 
afterwards  he  has  another  like  it,  but  differing  in  liveliness 
and  in  the  accompanying  pleasure  or  pain.    If  he  already 
has,  or  if  the  ideas  severally  bring  with  them,  the  idea  of  a 
producing  outward  thing  to  which  parts  of  his  body  are 
organs,  on  the  one  hand,  and  of  a  self '  having  power '  on  the 
other,  then  the  liveliness,  and  the  accompanying  pleasure  or 
pain,  may  become  indications  of  the  action  of  the  thing,  as 
their  absence  may  be  so  of  the  action  of  the  man's  self;  but 
not  otherwise.     Locke  throughout,  in  speaking  of  the  simple 
ideas  as  produced  or  recalled,  implies  that  they  carry  with 
them  the  consciousness  of  a  cause,  either  an  outward  thing 
or  the  self,  and  only  by  so  doing  can  he  find  in  them  the 
needful  *  confirmations '  of  the  *  testimony  of  the  senses.' 
This  testimony  is  confirmed  just  because   it  distinguishes 
of  itself  between  the  work  of  *  nature,'  which  is  real,  and 
the  work  of  the  man,  which  is  a  fiction.     In  other  words, 
the  confirmation  is  nothing  else  than  the  testimony  itself 
— a  testimony  which,  as  we  have  seen,  since  it  supposes 
consciousness,    as  such,  to   be    consciousness   of   a  things 
eliminates  by  anticipation  the  question  as  to  the  agreement 
of  consciousness  with  things,  as  with  the  extraneous. 

63.  The  distinction  between  the  real  and  the  fantastic,  xhis  as- 
according  to  the  passages  under  consideration,  thus  depends  cription 
upon  that  between  the  work  of  nature  and  the  work  of  man.  ™^ng  of 
It  is  the  confusion  between  the  two  works  that  renders  the  sensation 
fantastic  possible,  while  it  is  the  consciousness  of  the  distinc-  -JJ^gnt^ 
tion  that  sets  us  upon  correcting  it.     Where  all  is  the  work  relations. 
of  man  and  professes  to  be  no  more,  as  in  the  case  of '  mixed 
modes,'  there  is  no  room  for  the  fantastic  (Book  n.  chap.  xxx. 
sec.  4,  and  Book  iv.  chap.  iv.  sec.  7) ;   and  where  there  is 
ever  so  much  of  the  fantastic,  it  would  not  be  so  for  us,  un- 
less we  were  conscious  of  a  *  work  of  nature,'  to  which  to 
oppose  it.    But  on  looking  a  little  closer  we  find  that  to  be 
conscious  of  an  idea  as  the  work  of  nature,  in  opposition  to 

>  To  feel  the  object,  in  the  sense  of      we  come  to  consider  his    doctrine  of 
touching  it,  had  a  special  significance      '  real  essence,'  as  constituted  by  primary 
for  Locke,  since  touch  with  him  was  the      qualities  of  body.     See  below,  para- 
primary  *  revelation '   of  body,  as  the      graph  101. 
solid.    More  will  be  said  of  this  when 
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the  work  of  man,  is  to  be  conscious  of  it  under  relations 
which,  according  to  Locke,  are  the  inventions  of  man.  It  is 
nothing  else  than  to  be  conscious  of  it  as  the  result  of  ^  some- 
thing having  power  to  produce  it '  (Book  ii.  chap.  xx:x:i.  sec. 
2),  i.  e.  of  a  substance,  to  which  it  is  related  as  a  quality. 

*  Nature  *  is  just  the  *  something  we  know  not  what,'  -wliich 
is  substance  according  to  the  *  abstract  idea '  thereof.  I*ro- 
ducing  ideas,  it  exercises  powers,  as  it  essentiallj  belong^s  to 
substance  to  do,  according  to  our  complex  idea  of  it.  (Book 
IT.  chap,  xxiii.  sees.  9,  10.)  But  substance,  according  to 
Locke,  wliether  as  abstract  or  complex  idea,  is  the  ^  yfrork- 
manship  of  the  mind,'  and  power,  as  a  relation  (Book  ii. 
chap.  xxi.  sec.  S,  and  chap.  xxv.  sec.  8),  ^  is  not  contained  in 
the  real  existence  of  things.'  Again,  the  idea  of  substance, 
as  a  source  of  power,  is  the  same  as  the  idea  of    cause. 

*  Whatever  is  considered  by  us  to  operate  to  the  producing 
any  particular  simple  idea,  which  did  not  before  exist,  liath 
thereby  in  our  minds  the  relation  of  a  cause.'  (Book  ii.  chap. 
XXVI.  sec.  1.)  But  the  idea  of  cause  is  not  one  *that  the 
mind  has  of  things  as  they  are  in  themselves,'  but  one  that 
it  gets  by  its  own  act  in  *  bringing  things  to,  and  setting- 
them  b}',  one  another.'  (Book  ii.  chap.  xxv.  sec.  1.)  Thus 
it  is  with  the  very  ideas,  which  are  the  workmanship  of  man, 
that  the  simple  idea  has  to  be  clothed  upon,  in  order  to  *  tes- 
tify '  to  its  being  real,  i.  e.  (in  Locke's  sense)  not  the  work 
of  man. 

64.  Thus  invested,  the  simple  idea  has  clearly  lost  its  sim-r 
plicity.  It  is  not  the  momentary,  isolated  consciousness, 
but  the  representation  of  a  thing  determined  by  relations  to 
other  things  in  an  order  of  nature,  and  causing  an  infijiito 
series  of  resembling  sensations  to  which  a  common  name  is 
applied.  Thus  in  all  the  instances  of  sensuous  testimony 
mentioned  in  the  chapter  before  us,  it  is  not  really  a  simple 
sensation  that  is  spoken  of,  but  a  sensation  referred  to  a 
thing — not  a  mere  smell,  or  taste,  or  sight,  or  feeling,  but 
the  smell  of  a  rose,  the  taste  of  a  pine-apple,  the  sight  of 
the  sun,  the  feeling  of  fire.  (Book  iv.  chap.  xi.  sees.  4-7.) 
Immediately  afterwards,  however,  reverting  or  attempting  to 
revert  to  his  strict  doctrine  of  the  mere  individuality  of  the 
simple  idea,  he  says  that  the  testimony  of  the  senses  is  a 

*  present  testimony  employed  about  particular  objects,  that 
do  then  affect  them,'  and  that  sensitive  knowledge  extends 
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no  farther  than  such  testimony.     This  statement,  taken  by 
itself,  is  ambignous.     Does  it  mean  that  sensation  testifies 
to  the  momentary  presence  to  the  individual  of  a  continuous 
existence,  or  is  the  existence  itself  as  momentary  as  its  pre- 
sence to  sense  ?     The  instance  that  follows  does  not  remove 
the  donbt.     ^  If  I  saw  such  a  collection  of  simple  ideas  as  is 
wont  to  be  called  mcm^  existing  together  one  minute  since, 
and  am  now  alone ;  I  cannot  be  certain  that  the  same  man 
exists  now,  since  there  is  no  necessary  connection  of  his 
existence  a  minnte  since  with  his  existence  now/     (Book  iv« 
chap.  xi.  sec.  9.)     At  first  sight,  these  words  might  seem  to 
decide  that  tbe  existence  is  merely  coincident  with  the  pre- 
sence of  the   sensation — a  decision  £a.tal  to  the  distinction 
between  the  real  and  fantastic,  since,  if  the  thing  is  only 
present  with  the  sensation,  there  can  be  no  combination  of 
qualities  in  reality  other  than  the  momentary  coincidence  of 
sensations  in  ns.    Memory  or  imagination,  indeed,  might 
recall  these  in  a  different  order  from  that  in  which  they 
originally  occurred ;  but,  if  this  original  order  had  no  being 
after  the  occurrence,  there  could  be  no  ground  for  contrasting 
it  with  the  order  of  reproduction  as  the  real  with  the  merely 
apparent. 

65.  In  the  very  sentence,  however,  where  Locke  restricts  Such  w- 
the  testimony  of  sensation  to  existence  present  along  with  it,  Unction, 
he  uses  language  inconsistent  with  this  restriction.     The  tained," 
particular  existence  which  he  instances  as  '  testified  to '  is  ^^^^ 
that  of  *  snch  a  collection  of  simple  ideas  as  is  wont  to  be  tcetimoiiy* 
called  man.'     But  these  ideas  can  only  be  present  in  succes-  pnmean- 
sion.    (See  Book  ii.  chap.  vii.  sec.  9,  and  chap.  xiv.  sec.  3.)  *°*' 
Even  the  surface  of  the  man's  body  can  only  be  taken  in  by  : 
successive  acts  of  vision ;  and,  more  obviously,  the  states  of 
consciousness  in  which  his  qualities  of  motion  and  action 
we  presented  occupy  separate  times.     If  then  sensation  only 
testifies  to  an  existence  present  along  with  it,  how  can  it 
testify  to  the  co-existence  (say)  of  an  erect  attitude,  of  which 
I  have  a  present  sight,  with  the  risibility  which  I  saw  a 
Bainute  ago  ?    How  can  the  *  collection  of  ideas  wont  to  be 
called  man,*  as  co-existing,  be  formed  at  all  ?  and,  if  it  cannot, 
tow  can  the  present  existence  of  an  object  so-called  be  tes- 
tified to  by  sense  any  more  than  the  past  ?     The  same  doc- 
trine, which  is  fatal  to  the  supposition  of  *  a  necessary  con-  ^ 
iiexion  between  the  man's  existence  a  minute  since  and  bis 
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existence  now/  is  in  fact  fatal  to  the  sapposition  of  his 
existence  as  a  complex  of  qualities  at  all.    It  does  not  merely 
mean  that,  for  anything  we  know,  the  man  may  have  died. 
Of  conrse  he  may,  and  yet  there  may  be  continuity  of  existence 
according  to  natural  laws,  though  not  one  for  which  we 
have  the  testimony  of  present  sense,  between  the  living  body 
and  the  dead.     What  Locke  had  in  his  mind  was  the  notion 
that,  as  existence  is  testified  to  only  by  present  sensation, 
and  each  sensation  is  merely  individual  and  momentary, 
there  could  be  no  testimony  to  the  continued  existence  of 
anything.     He  could  not,  however,  do  such  violence  to  the 
actual  fabric  of  knowledge  as  would  have  been  implied  in  the 
logical  development  of  this  doctrine,  and  thus  he  allowed 
himself  to  speak  of  sense  as  testifying  to  the  co-existence  of 
sensible  qualities  in  a  thing,  though  the  individual  sensation 
could  only  testify  to  the  presence  of  one  at  a  time,  and  could 
never  testify  to  their  nexus  in  a  common  cause  at  alL     This 
testimony  to  co-existence  in  a  present  thing  once  admitted, 
he  naturally  allowed  himself  in  the  further  assumption  that 
the  testimony,  on  its  recurrence,  is  a  testimony  to  the  same 
co-existence  and  the  same  thing.    The  existence  of  the  same 
man  (he  evidently  supposes),  to  which  sensation  testified  an 
hour  ago,  may  be  testified  to  by  a  like  sensation  now.     This 
means  that  resemblance  of  sensation  becomes  identity  of  a 
thing — ^that  like  sensations  occurring  at  different  times  are 
interpreted  as   representing  the  same  thing,  which  conti- 
nuously exists,  though  not  testified  to  by  sense,  between  the 
times. 

66.  In  short,  as  we  have  seen  the  simple  idea  of  sensation 
emerge  from  Lockers  inquiry  as  to  the  beginning  of  know- 
tosti^ony^  ledge  transformed  into  the  judgment, '  I  have  an  idea  different 
18  to  opera-  from  other  ideas  which  I  did  not  make  for  myself,'  so  now 
^'^^  nent*^^"  from  the  inquiry  as  to  the  correspondence  between  knowledge 
identical  and  reality  it  emerges  as  the  consciousness  of  a  thing  now 
acting  upon  me,  which  has  continued  to  exist  since  it  acted 
on  me  before,  and  in  which,  as  in  a  common  cause,  have 
existed  together  powers  to  affect  me  which  have  never  affected 
me  together.  If  in  the  one  form  the  operation  of  thought 
in  sense,  the  *  creation  of  the  understanding  *  within  the  sim- 
ple idea,  is  only  latent  or  potential,  in  the  other  it  is  actual 
and  explicit.  The  relations  of  substance  and  quality,  of 
cause  and  effect,  and  of  identity — all  *  inventions  of  the 
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mind ' — are  necessarily  involved  in  the  immediate,  sponta- 
neous testimony  of  passive  sense. 

67.  It  will  be  noticed  that  it  is  upon  the  first  of  these,  the  Locke's 
relation  of  substance  and  quality,  that  our  examination  of  ^^^tment 
Locke's  Essay  has  so  far  chiefly  gathered.     In  this  it  follows  tions  of 
the  course  taien  by  Locke  himself.    Of  the  idea  of  substance,  i?^*"^ 
eo  nomine,  he  treats  at  large :  of  cause  and  identity  (apart 

from  the  special  question  of  personal  identity)  he  says  little. 
So,  too,  the  *  report  of  the  senses  *  is  commonly  exhibited  as 
announcing  the  sensible  qualities  of  a  thing  rather  than  the 
agency  of  a  cause  or  continuity  of  existence.  The  difiference, 
of  course,  is  mainly  verbal.  Sensible  qualities  being,  as  Locke 
constantly  insists,  nothing  but  *  powers  to  operate  on  our 
senses  '  directly  or  indirectly,  the  substance  or  thing,  as  the 
source  of  these,  takes  the  character  of  a  cause.  Again,  as 
the  sensible  quality  is  supposed  tiO  be  one  and  the  same  in 
manifold  separate  cases  of  being  felt,  it  has  identity  in  con- 
trast with  the  variety  of  these  cases,  even  as  the  thing  has, 
on  its  part,  in  conixast  with  the  variety  of  its  qualities. 
Something,  however,  remains  to  be  said  of  Locke's  treat- 
ment of  the  ideas  of  cause  and  identity  in  the  short  passages 
where  he  treats  of  them  expressly.  Here,  too,  we  shall  findf 
the  same  contrast  between  the  given  and  the  invented,  tacitly  \ 
contradicted  by  an  account  of  the  given  in  terms  of  the ' 
invented. 

68.  The  relation  of  cause  and  effect,  according  to  Locke's  That  from 
general  statement  as  to  relation,  must  be  something  *  not  con-  he  dOTives 

^tained^kr  ISie  real  existence  of  things,  but  extraneous  and  idea  of 
supeiHbgLdxMed.'     (Book  ii.  chap.  xxv.  sec.  8.)     It  is  a  *  com-  l^^g^' 
plex  idea,'  not  belonging  to  things  as  they  are  in  themselves,  it. 
which  the  mind  makes  by  its  own  act.     (Book  ii.  chap  xii. 
sees.  1,  7,  and  chap.  xxv.  sec.  1.)     Its  origin,  however,  is  thus 
described: — *In  the  notice  that  our  senses  take  of  the  con- 
stant vicissitude  of  things,  we  cannot  but  observe  that  several 
particular,  both  qualities  and  substances,  begin  to  exist ;  and 
that  they  receive  this  their  existence  from  the  due  application 
and  operation  of  some  other  being.     From  this  observation 
we  get  our  ideas  of  cause  and  effect.    That  which  produces 
any  simple  or  complex  idea  we  denote  by  the  general  name 
cause ;  and  that  which  is  produced,  effect.     Thus,  finding 
that  in  that  substance  which  we  call  wax,  fluidify,  which  is 
a  simple  idea  that  was  not  in  it  before,  is  constantly  pro- 
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duced  by  the  application  of  a  certain  degree  of  heat^  "we  call 
the  simple  idea  of  heat,  in  relation  to  fluidity  in  wax,  the 
cause  of  it,  and  fluidity  the  effect.  So,  also,  finding  that  the 
substance,  wood,  which  is  a  certain  collection  of  simple  ideas 
so-called,  by  the  application  of  fire  is  turned  into  another 
substance  called  ashes,  i.e.  another  complex  idea,  consisting 
of  a  collection  of  simple  ideas,  quite  different  from  that  com- 
plex idea  which  we  call  wood ;  we  consider  fire,  in  relation 
to  ashes,  as  cause^  and  the  ashes  as  effect.'  Here  we  find 
that  the  *  given,'  upon  which  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect 
is  *  superinduced '  or  from  which  the  *  idea  of  it  is  got '  (to 
give  Locke  the  benefit  of  both  expressions),  professedly,  ac- 
cording to  the  first  sentence  of  the  passage  quoted,  involves 
the  complex  or  derived  idea  of  substance.  The  sentence,  in- 
deed, is  a  remarkable  instance  of  the  double  refiuction  which, 
arises  from  redundant  phraseology.  Our  senses  are  supposed 
to  ^  take  notice  of  a  constant  vicissitude  of  things,*  or  sub- 
stances. Thereupon  we  observe,  what  is  necessarily  implied 
in  this  vicissitude,  a  beginning  of  existence  in  substances  or 
their  qualities,  *  received  from  the  due  application  or  opera- 
tion of  some  other  being.'  Thereupon  we  infer,  what  is 
simply  another  name  for  existence  thus  given  and  received, 
a  relation  of  cause  and  effect.  Thus  not  only  does  the  datum 
of  the  process  of  *  invention'  in  question,  i.e.  the  observation 
of  change  in  a  thing,  involve  a  derived  idea,  but  a  derived 
idea  which  presupposes  just  this  process  of  invention. 

69.  Here  again  it  is  necessary  to  guard  against  the  notion 
that  Locke's  obvious  petitio  prindpii  might  be  avoided  by 
a  better  statement  without  essential  change  in  his  doctrine 
of  ideas.  It  is  true  that  *  a  notice  of  the  vicissitude  of  things ' 
includes  that  *  invention  of  the  understanding '  which  it  is 
supposed  to  suggest,  but  state  the  primary  knowledge  other- 
reduce  the  vicissitude  of  things,  as  it  ought  to  be  re- 


wise- 


duced,  in  order  to  make  Locke  consistent,  to  the  mere  multi- 
plicity of  sensations — and  the  appearance  of  suggestion 
ceases.  Change  or  *  vicissitude '  is  quite  other  than  mere 
diversity.  It  is  diversity  relative  to  something  which  main- 
tains an  identity.  This  identity,  which  ulterior  analysis  may 
find  in  a  '  law  of  nature,'  Locke  found  in  *  things '  or  *  sub- 
stances.' By  the  same  unconscious  subreption,  by  which 
with  him  a  sensible  thing  takes  the  place  of  sensation,  *  vi- 
cissitude of  things '  takes  the  place  of  multiplicity  of  sensa- 
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tions,  carrying  with  it  the  observation  that  the  changed  state 
of  the  thing  is  dae  to  something  else.  The  mere  multiplicity 
of  sensations  could  convey  no  such  *  observation/  any  more 
than  the  sight  of  counters  in  a  row  would  convey  the  notion 
that  one  '  received  its  existence  *  from  the  other.  Only  so 
far  as  the  manifold  appearances  are  referred,  as  its  vicissi- 
tudes, to  something  which  remains  one,  does  any  need  of 
accounting  for  their  diverse  existence,  or  in  consequence  any 
observation  of  its  derivation  ^  from  some  other  being,'  arise. 
Locke,  it  is  true,  after  stating  that  it  is  upon  a  notice  of  the 
vicissitude  of  things  that  the  observation  in  question  rests, 
goes  on  to  speak  as  if  an  origination  of  substances,  which  is 
just  the  opposite  of  their  vicissitude,  might  be  observed ;  and 
the  second  instance  of  production  which  he  gives — ^that  of 
ashes  upon  the  burning  of  wood — seems  intended  for  an  in- 
stance of  the  production  of  a  substance,  as  distinct  from  the 
production  of  a  quality.  He  is  here,  however,  as  he  often 
does,  using  the  term  *  substance '  loosely,  for  *  a  certain  col- 
lection of  simple  ideas,'  without  reference  to  ihe  *  substratum 
wherein  they  do  subsist,'  which  he  would  have  admitted  to 
be  ultimately  the  same  for  the  wood  and  for  the  ashes.  The 
conception,  indeed,  of  such  a  substratum,  whether  vaguely 
as  *  nature,'  or  more  precisely  as  a  *  real  constitution  of  in- 
sensible parts'  (Book  m.  chap.  iii.  sees.  18,  &c.),  governed 
all  his  speculation,  and  rendered  to  him  what  he  here  calls 
substance  virtually  a  mode,  and  its  production  properly  a 
*  vicissitude.' 

70.  We  thus  find  that  it  is  only  so  far  as  simple  ideas  are  Keintion  of 
referred  to  things — only  so  far  as  each  in  turn,  to  use  Locke's  cause  has 
instance,  is  regarded  as  an  appearance  *  in  a  substance  which  i^to^J^gj, 
was  not  in  it  before ' — that  our  sensitive  experience,  the  sup-  tive  wt- 
poaed  tUitum  of  knowledge,  is  an  experience  of  the  vicissi-  ^^^^^^ 
tudes  of  things ;  and  again,  that  only  as  an  experience  of  {^ot  from 
such  vicissitude  does  it  furnish  the  *  observation  from  which  *^ 
we  get  our  ideas  of  cause  and  effect.'    But  the  reference  of  a 
sensation  to  a  sensible  thing  means  its  reference  to  a  cause. 
In  other  words,  the  invented  relation  of  cause  and  effect 
must  be  found  in  the  primary  experience  in  order  that  it  may 
be  got  from  it.  * 

*  I«ck6*8  contradiction  of  himself  in  it  his  acconnt  of  the  idea  of  power, 

f^gud  to  this  rekktion  might  be  exhi-  The  two  are  precisely  similar,  the  idea 

bited  in  a  still  more  striking  light  by  of  power  being  represented  as  got  by  a 

putting  side  by  side  with  his  acconnt  of  notice  of  the  alteration  of  simple  ideas 
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Origin  of         ^^'  The  same  holds  of  that  other  *  product  of  the  mind,' 
the  idea  of  the  relation  of  identity.     This  *  idea '  according  to  Locke,  is 
wlcoidmg    ^"^rmed  when,  *  considering  anything  as  existing  at  any  de- 
to  Locke,     termined  time  and  place,  we  compare  it  with  itself  existing 
at  another  time/     '  In  this  consists  identity,'  he  adds, '  when 
the  ideas  it  is  attributed  to,  vary  not  at  aU  from  what  they 
were  that  moment  wherein  we  consider  their  former  existence, 
and  to  which  we  compare  the  present;  for  we  never  finding 
nor  conceiving  it  possible  that  two  things  of  the  same  kind 
should  exist  in  the  same  place  at  the  same  time,  we  rightly 
conclude  that  whatever  exists  anywhere,  at  any  time,  excludes 
all  of  the  same  kind,  and  is  there  itself  alone.     When,  there- 
fore, we  demand  whether  anything  be  the  same  or  no  ?  it 
refers  always  to  something  that  existed  such  a  time  in  such 
a  place,  which  it  was  certain  at  that  instant  was  the  same 
with  itself,  and  no  other ;  from  whence  it  follows  that  one 
thing  cannot  have  two  beginnings  of  existence,  nor  two  things 
one  beginning ;  it  being  impossible  for  two  things  of  the 
same  kind  to  be  or  exist  in  the  same  instant  in  the  very  same 
place,  or  one  and  the  same  thing  in  different  places.     That, 
therefore,  that  had  one  beginning,  is  the  same  thing ;  and 
that  which  had  a  different  beginning  in  time  and  place  from 
that  is  not  the  same,  but  diverse.'    He  goes  on  to  inquire 
about  the  principvimi  individuationis,  which  he  decides  is 
^  existence  itself,  which  determines  a  being  of  any  sort  to  a 
particular  time  and  place,  incommunicable  to  two  beings  of 
the  same  kind  ...  for  being  at  that  instant  what  it  is  and 
nothing  else,  it  is  the  same,  and  so  must  continue  as  long  as 
its  existence  is  continued ;  for  so  long  it  will  be  the  same, 
and  no  other.'     (Book  ii.  chap,  xxvii.  sees.  1 — 3). 
Relation  of       *^^'  ^^  ^  essential  to  bear  in  mind  with  regard  to  identity, 
identity      as  With  regard  to   cause    and  effect,  that   no   distinction 
J? ,      ®     according  to  Locke  can  legitimately  be  made  between  the 
tingaished  relation  and  the  idea  of  the  relation.     As  to  substance,  it  is 
from  idea    ^^^^  j^^  ^^  driven  in  his  controversy  with  Stillingfleet  to 
distinguish  between  *  the  being  and  the  idea  thereof,'  but 
in  dealing  with  relation  he  does  not  attempt  any  such  vio- 
lence to  his  proper  system.     Between  the  'idea'  as  such  and 

in  things  without  (Book  ii.  chap.  xxi.  ought  to  be  complex,  he  reckons  it  a 

sec.  1),  just  as  the  idea  of  cause  and  simple  and  original  one,  and  by  using  it 

effect  is.    Power,  too,  he  expressly  says,  interchangeably  with  *  sensible  quality ' 

is  a  relation.    Yet,  although  the  idea  of  makes  it  a  primary  datum  of  sense, 
it,  both  as  derived  and  as  of  a  relation. 
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'  being  *  as  such,  tia  '  new  way  of  ideas/  as  Stillingfleet 
plaintivelj  called  it,  left  no  fair  room  for  distinction.  In 
this  indeed  laj  its  permanent  yalue  for  speculative  thought. 
The  distinction -by  which  alone  it  could  consistently  seek  to 
replace  the  old  one,  so  as  to  meet  the  exigencies  of  language 
and  knowledge,  was  that  between  simple  ideas,  as  given  and 
necessarily  real,  and  the  reproductions  or  combinations  in 
which  the  mind  may  alter  them.  But  since  every  relation 
implies  a  patting  together  of  ideas,  and  is  thus  always,  as  Locke 
avows,  a  complex  idea  or  the  work  of  the  mind,  a  distinction 
between  its  being  and  the  idea  thereof,  in  that  sense  of  the 
distinction  in  which  alone  it  can  ever  be  consistently  admitted 
by  Locke,  was  clearly  inadmissible.  Thus  in  the  passages 
before  us  the  relation  of  identity  is  not  explicitly  treated  as 
an  original  ^  being '  or  '  existence.'  It  is  an  idea  formed  by 
the  mind  upon  a  certain  ^  consideration  of  things'  being  or 
existent.  But  on  looking  closely  at  Locke's  accoimt,  we  find 
that  it  is  only  so  far  as  it  already  belongs  to,  nay  constitutes, 
the  things,  that  it  is  formed  upon  consideration  of  them. 

73.  When  it  is  said  that  the  idea  of  identity,  or  of  any  other  This '  in- 
relation,  is  formed  upon  consideration  of  things  as  existing  ▼ented' re- 
in a  certain  way,  this  is  naturally  understood  to  mean — indeed,  f^mg  the 
otherwise  it  is  unmeaning — ^that  the  things  are  first  Jcnovm  as  'reiy  being 
existing,  and  that  afterwards  the  idea  of  the  relation  in  qu^s-'  ^      "*^' 
tion  is  formed.     But  according  to  Locke,  as  we  have  seen,^ 
the  first  and  simplest  act  of  knowledge  possible  is  the  percep- 
tion of  identity  between  ideas.      Either  then  the  *  things,' 
upon  consideration  of  which  the  idea  of  identity  is  formed, 
are  not  known  at  all,  or  the  knowledge  of  them  involves  the 
very  idea  afterwards  formed  on  consideration  of  them.    Locke, 
having  at  whatever  cost  of  self-contradiction  tx>  make  his 
theory  fit  the  exigencies  of  language,  virtually  adopts  the 
latter  alternative,  though  with  an  ambiguity  of  expression 
which  makes  a  definite  meaning  difficult  to  elicit.    We  have, 
however,  the  positive   statement  to  begin  with,   that  the 
comparison  in  which  the  relation  originates,  is  of  a  thing 
with  itself  as  existing  at  another  time.     Again,  the  ^  ideas ' 
(used  interchangeably  vnth  *  things '),  to  which  identity  is 
attributed,  *vary  not  at  all  from  what  they  were  at  that 
moment  wherein  we  consider  their  former  existence.'    It  is 
here  clearly  implied  that  things'  or  'ideas'  exiatf  i.e.  are 

1  See  aboye,  paragraph  25. 
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giren  to  us  in  the  spontaneous  consciousness  which  we  do 
not  make,  as  each  one  and  the  same  throughout  a  multiplicity^ 
of  times.  This,  again,  means  that  the  relation  of  identity  ox* 
sameness,  i.e.  unity  of  thing  under  multiplicity  of  appearance, 
belongs  to  or  consists  in  the  *  very  being  •  of  those  given 
objects  of  consciousness,  which  are  in  Locke's  sense  the  real, 
and  upon  which  according  to  him  all  relation  is  superinduced 
by  an  afber-act  of  thought.  So  long  as  each  such  objecfc 
^  continues  to  exist,'  so  long  its  '  sameness  with  itself  must 
continue,' and  this  sameness  is  the  complex  idea,  the  relation, 
of  identity.  Just  as  before,  following  Locke's  lead,  we  found 
I  the  simple  idea,  as  the  element  of  knowledge,  become  com- 
I  plex — a  perceived  identity  of  ideas ;  so  now  mere  existence, 
I  the  *  very  being  of  things'  (which  with  Locke  is  only  another 
\  name  for  the  simple  idea),  resolves  itself  into  a  relation, 
which  it  requires  *  consideration  by  the  mind'  to  constitute. 
74.  The  process  of  self-contradiction,  by  which  a  *  creation 
of  the  mind '  finds  its  way  into  the  real  or  given,  must  also 
appear  in  a  contradictory  conception  of  the  real  itself.  Kept 
pure  of  all  that  Locke  reckons  intellectual  fiction,  it  can  be 
nothing  but  a  simple  chaos  of  individual  units  :  only  by  the 
superinduction  of  relation  can  there  be  sameness,  or  con- 
tinuity of  existence,  in  the  minutest  of  these  for  successive 
moments.  Locke  presents  it  arbitrarily  under  the  conception 
of  mere  individuality  or  of  continuity,  according  as  its  dis- 
tinction from  the  work  of  the  mind,  or  its  intelligible  content, 
happens  to  be  before  him.  A  like  see-saw  in  his  account  of 
the  individuality  and  generality  of  ideas  has  already  been 
noticed.*  In  his  discussion  of  identity  the  contradiction  is 
partly  disguised  by  a  confusion  between  mere  unity  on  the 
one  hand,  and  sameness  or  unity  in  difference,  on  the  other. 
Thus,  after  starting  vnth  an  account  of  identity  as  belonging 
to  ideas  which  are  the  same  at  different  timesy  he  goes  on  to 
speak  of  a  thing  as  the  same  with  itself,  at  a  single  instant 
So,  too,  by  the  principium  indivichmtionisy  he  understands 
*  existence  itself,  which  determines  a  being  of  any  sort  to  a 
particular  time  and  place.'  As  it  is  clear  from  the  context 
that  by  the  principium  individuationis  he  meant  the  source 
of  identity  or  sameness,  it  wUl  follow  that  by  *  sameness '  he 
understood  singleness  of  a  thing  in  a  single  time  and  place. 
Whence  then  the   plurality,  without  which  *  sameness'   is 

>  See  aboTe,  paragraphs  43,  and  the  following. 
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unmeaning  ?  In  fact,  Locke^  having  excluded  it  in  his  defi- 
nition, covertly  brings  it  back  again  in  his  instance,  which  is 
that  of  ^  an  atom,  i.e.  a  continued  body  under  one  immutable 
superficies,  existing  in  a  determined  time  and  place.'  This, 
^  considered  in  any  instant  of  its  existence,  is  in  that  instant 
the  same  with  itself/  But  it  is  so  because — and,  if  we  suppose 
the  consideration  of  plurality  of  times  excluded,  only  because 
— ^it  is  a  '  continued '  body,  which  implies,  though  its  place  be 
determined,  that  it  exists  in  a  plurality  of  parts  of  space. 
Either  this  plurality,  or  that  of  instants  of  its  existence,  must 
be  recognised  in  contrast  with  the  unity  of  body,  if  this  unity 
is  to  become '  sameness  with  itself.'  In  adding  that  not  only 
at  the  supposed  instant  is  the  atom  the  same,  but  *  so  must 
continue  as  long  as  its  existence  continues,'  Locke  shows  that 
he  really  thought  of  the  identical  body  under  a  plurality  of 
times  ex  parte  post,  if  not  ex  parte  ante. 

75.  But  how  is  this  continuity,  or  sameness  of  existence  in  Feelings 
plurality  of  times  or  spaces,  compatible  with  the  constitution  ^re^ho 
of  *  real  existence '  by  mere  individua  ?    The  difficulty  is  the  do  not 
same,  according  to  Locke's  premisses,  whether  the  simple  ?^ra»tof 
ideas  by  themselves  are  taken  for  the  real  individtui,  or  How  then 
whether  each  is  taken  to  represent  a  single  separate  thing.  ^^  i<^«i>- 
In  his  chapter  on  identity  he  expressly  says  that  *  things  whose  J)2  ?  ^ 
existence  is  in  succession '  do  not  admit  of  identity.     Such, 
he  adds,  are  motion  and  thought ;  *  because,  each  perishing 
the  moment  it  begins,  they  cannot  exist  in  different  times  or 
in  different  places  as  permanent  beings  can  at  different  times 
exist  in  distant  places.'    (Book  i.  chap,  xxvii.  sec.  2.)    What 
he  here  calls '  thought '  clearly  includes  the  passive  conscious- 
ness in  which  alone,  according  to  his  strict  doctrine,  reality 
is  given.    So  elsewhere  (Book  ii.  chap.  vii.  sec.  9),  in  account- 
ing for  the  ^  simple  idea  of  succession,'  he  says  generally  that 
*  if  we  look  immediately  into  ourselves  we  shall  find  our  ideas 
always,  whilst  we  have  any  thought,  passing  in  train,  one 
going  and  another  coming,  without  intermission.'  ^    No  state- 
ment of  the  ^perpetual  flux'  of  ideas,  as  each  having  a  sepa- 
rate beginning  and  end,  and  ending  in  the  very  moment 

'  It  IB  true  that  in  this  place  Locke  the  mind '  if  there  is  to  be  any  either 

distinguishes  between  the  *  suggestion  sensation  or  idea  at  all  (Book  ii.  chap, 

by  our  senses'  of  the  idea  of  succession,  iz.  sees.  3  and  4),  the  distinction  be- 

and  that  which  passes  in  our  '  minds/  tween  the  '  suggestion  by  our  senses ' 

by  which  it  is  '  more  constantly  offered  and  what '  passes  in  our  minds'  cannot 

us.'    But  since,  according  to  him,  the  be  maintained, 
idea  of  sensation  must  be  '  produced  in 
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'  when  it  begins,  can  be  stronger  than  the  above.    If  *  ideas' 
of  any  sort,  according  to  this  acconnt  of  them,  are  to  consti- 
tute real  existence,  no  sameness  can  be  found  in  reality.    It 
must  indeed  be  a  relation  '  invented  by  the  mind.' 
Yet  it  18  76.  This,  it  may  be  said,  is  just  the  conclusion  that  was 

^t^that  '^^^^^  ^  order  to  make  Locke's  doctrine  of  the  particular 
the  idea  of  relation  of  identity  correspond  with  his  general  doctrine  of 
d  ^  «hL  ^^^  fictitiousness  of  relations.  To  complete  the  consistency, 
however,  his  whole  account  of  the  origin  of  the  relation  (or 
of  the  idea  in  which  it  consists)  must  be  changed,  since  it 
supposes  it  to  be  derived  from  an  observation  of  things  or 
existence,  which  again  is  to  suppose  sameness  to  be  in  the 
things  or  to  be  real.  This  change  made,  philosophy  would 
have  to  start  anew  with  the  problem  of  accounting  for  the 
origin  of  the  fictitious  idea.  It  would  have  to  explain  how  it 
comes  to  pass  that  the  mind,  if  its  function  consists  solely  in 
r  reproducing  and  combining  given  ideas,  or  again  in  ^  ab- 
stracting '  combined  ideas  from  each  other,  should  be  able 
to  invent  a  relation  which  is  neither  a  given  idea,  nor  a  re- 
production, combination,  or  abstract  residuum  of  given  ideas. 
This  is  the  great  problem  which  we  shall  find  Hume  attempt- 
ing. Locke  really  never  saw  its  necessity,  because  the 
dominion  of  language — a  dominion  which,  as  he  did  not 
recognise  it,  he  had  no  need  to  account  for — always,  in  spite 
of  his  assertion  that  simple  ideas  are  the  sole  data  of  con- 
sciousness, held  him  to  the  belief  in  another  datura  of  which 
ideas  are  the  appearances,  viz.,  a  thing  having  identity,  be- 
cause the  same  with  itself  in  the  manifold  times  of  its 
appearance.  This  datum,  under  various  guises,  but  in  each 
demonstrably,  according  to  Locke's  showing,  a  *  creation  of 
thought,'  has  met  us  in  all  the  modes  of  his  theory,  as  the 
condition  of  knowledge.  As  the  *  abstract  idea '  of  sub- 
stance it  renders  *  perishing '  ideas  into  qualities  by  which 
objects  may  be  discerned.  (Book  ii.  chap.  xi.  sec.  1.)  As 
the  relative  idea  of  cause,  it  makes  them  *  affections  '  to  be 
accounted  for.  As  the  fiction  of  a  universal,  it  is  the  condi- 
tion of  their  mutual  qualification  as  constituents  of  a  whole. 
Finally,  as  the  *  superinduced '  relation  of  sameness,  the 
direct  negative  of  the  perpetual  beginning  and  ending  of 
*  ideas,'  it  constitutes  the  *  very  being  of  things.' 
to  Locke's  ^ '^*  *  T'^®  ^^^  being  of  things,'  let  it  be  noticed,  according 
doctrine  of  to  what  Locke  reckoned  their  *  real,'  as  distinct  from  their 

essence. 
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'nominal,'  essence.  The  consideration  of  this  distinction 
has  been  hitherto  postponed ;  but  the  discussion  of  the  rela- 
tion of  identity,  as  subsisting  between  the  parts  of  a  '  con- 
tinued body/  brings  us  upon  the  doctrine  of  matter  and  its 

*  primary  qualities/  which  cannot  be  properly  treated  except 
in  connection  with  the  other  doctrine  (which  Locke  unhap- 
pily kept  apart)  of  the  two  sorts  of  '  essence.'  So  far,  it  will 
be  remembered,  the  *  facts  *  or  given  ideas,  which  we  have 
found  him  unawares  converting  into  theories  or  *  invented ' 
ideas,  have  been  those  of  the  *  secondary  qualities  of  body.'* 
It  is  these  which  are  united  into  things  or  substances, 
having  been  already  ^  found  in  them :'  it  is  from  these  that 
we  ^ infer'  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect,  because  as 

*  vicissitudes  of  things '  or  *  affections  of  sense '  they  pre- 
suppose it :  it  is  these  again  which,  as  '  received  from  with- 
out,' testify  the  present  exiBtence  of  something,  because  in 
being  so  received  they  are  already  interpreted  as  *  appear- 
ances of  something.*  That  the  *  thing,'  by  reference  to  which 
these  ideas  are  judged  to  be  *  real,'  *  adequate,'  and  *  true  ' — 
or,  in  other  words,  become  elements  of  a  knowledge — ^is  yet 
itself  according  to  Locke's  doctrine  of  substance  and  rela- 
tion a  *  fiction  of  thought,'  has  been  sufficiently  shown. 
That  it  is  so  no  less  according  to  his  doctrine  of  essence  will 
also  appear.  The  question  "will  then  be,  whether  by  the 
same  showing  the  ideas  of  body,  of  the  self,  and  of  God,  can 
be  other  than  fictions,  and  the  way  will  be  cleared  for  Hume's 
philosophic  adventure  of  accounting  for  them  as  such. 

78.  In  Locke's  doctrine  of   *  ideas  of   substances,'  the  This  re- 

*  thing: '  appeared  in  two  inconsistent  positions  :  on  the  one  P®*^  ^^® 

inconsiB'* 

hand,  as  that  in  which  they  ^  are  found ; '  on  the  other,  as  tency 
that  which  results  from  their  concretion,  or  which,  such  f?^^^" 
concretion  having  been  made,  we  accustom  ourselves  to  trine  of' 
suppose  as  its  basis.    This  inconsistency,  latent  to  Locke  Bubstance. 
himself  in  the  theory  of  substance,  comes  to  the  surface  in 
the  theory  of  essence,  where  it  is  (as  he  thought)  overcome, 
but  in  truth  only  made  more  definite,  by  a  distinction  of 
terms. 

79.  This  latter  theory  has  so  far  become  part  and  parcel  Flan  to  bo 
of  the  *  common  sense '  of  educated  men,  that  it  might  seem  ^o^lo^^- 
scarcely  to  need  restatement.     It  is  generally  regarded  as 
completing  the  work,  which  Bacon  had  begun,  of  transferring 

*  See  aboTe,  paragraph  20. 
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phaoflopliy  from  the  scholastic  bondage  of  words  to  the  fruitfiil 
discipline  of  facts.  In  the  process  of  transmission  and 
popular  adaptation,  however,  its  true  significance  has  been 
lost  sight  of,  and  it  has  been  forgotten  that  to  its  original 
exponent  implicitly — explicitly  to  his  more  logical  disciple— 
though  it  did  indeed  distinguish  effectively  between  things 
I  and  the  meaning  of  words,  it  was  the  analysis  of  the  latter 
I  only,  and  not  the  understanding  of  things,  that  it  left  as  the 
possible  function  of  knowledge.  It  will  be  well,  then,  in 
what  follows,  first  briefly  to  restate  the  theory  in  its  general 
form ;  then  to  show  how  it  conflicts  with  the  actual  know- 
ledge which  mankind  supposes  itself  to  have  attained ;  and 
finally  to  exhibit  at  once  the  necessity  of  this  conflict  as  a 
result  of  Locke's  governing  ideas,  and  the  ambiguities  by 
which  he  disguised  it  from  himself. 
What  ^^*  ^^^  essence  of  a  thing  with  Locke,  in  the  only  sense 

Locke  in  which  we  can  know  or  intelligibly  speak  of  it,  is  the 
underatood  jne^nuig  ^f  j^g  name.  This,  a.gain,  is  an  *  abstract  or  general 
8cnce.'  idea,'  which  means  that  it  is  an  idea  '  separated  from  the 
circumstances  of  time  and  place,  and  any  other  ideas  that 
may  determine  it  to  this  or  that  partictdar  existence.  By 
this  way  of  abstraction  it  is  made  capable  of  representing 
more  individuals  than  one ;  each  of  which,  having  in  it  a 
conformity  to  that  abstract  idea,  is  (as  we  call  it)  of  that 
sort.'  (Book  in.  chap.  iii.  sec.  6.)  That  which  is  given  in 
immediate  experience,  as  he  proceeds  to  explain,  is  this  or 
that  *  particular  existence,*  Peter  or  James,  Mary  or  Jane, 
such  particjcdar  existence  being  already  a  complex  idea.* 
That  it  should  be  so  is  indeed  in  direct  contradiction  to  his 
doctrine  of  the  primariness  of  the  simple  idea,  but  is  necessary 
to  his  doctrine  of  abstraction.  Some  part  of  the  complex 
idea  (it  is  supposed) — less  or  more — we  proceed  to  leave  out. 
The  minimum  of  subtraction  would  seem  to  be  that  of  the 
*  circumstances  of  time  and  place,'  in  which  the  particular 
existence  is  given.  This  is  the  *  separation  of  ideas,'  first 
made,  and  alone  suffices  to  constitute  an  'abstract  idea,' 
even  though,  as  is  the  case  with  the  idea  of  the  sun,  there  is 
only  one  '  particular  substance '  to  agree  with  it.  (Book  ni. 
chap.  vi.  sec.  1.)  In  proportion  as  the  particular  substances 
compared  are  more  various,  the  subtraction  of  ideas  is 
larger,  but,  be  it  less  or  more,  the  remainder  is  the  abstract 

'  Book  ni.  chap.  iii.  sec.  7,  ^  the  end. 
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idea,  to  wliicli  a  name — e.g.  man — is  annexed,  and  to  wUcli 
as  a '  species '  or  '  standard  '  other  particnlar  existences,  on 
being  '  found  to  agree  with  it/  may  be  referred,  so  as  to  be 
called  by  the  same  name.  These  ideas  then, '  tied  together 
by  a  name,'  form  the  essence  of  each  particular  existence,  to 
which  the  same  name  is  applied  (Book  iil  chap.  iii.  sees.  12 
and  the  following.)  Such  essence,  however,  according  to 
Locke,  is  '  nominal,'  not  ^  real.'  It  is  a  complex — fuller  or 
emptier — of  ideas  in  us,  which,  though  it  is  a  ^uniting 
medium  between  a  general  name  and  particular  beings,'  ^  in 
no  way  represents  the  qualities  of  the  latter.  These,  consist- 
ing in  an  '  internal  constitution  of  insensible  parts,'  form  the 
'  real  essence '  of  the  particular  beings ;  an  essence,  how- 
ever, of  which  we  can  know  nothing.  (Book  in.  chap.  vi. 
sec.  21,  and  ix.  sec.  12.) 

81.  It  is  the  formation  of '  nominal  essences '  that  renders  q^i-  ^o 
general   propositions  possible.      '  General  certainty,'   says  nominal 
Locke,  *  is  never  to  be  found  but  in  our  ideas.    Whenever  JJJJJ*^^ 
we  go  to  seek  it  elsewhere  in  experiment  or  observation  genemi 
without  us,  our  knowledge  goes  not  beyond  paxticuLurs.    It  g~^^ 
IS  the  contemplation  of  our  own  abstract  ideas,  that  alone  is  late, 
able  to  afford  us  general  knowledge.'     (Book  iv.  chap.  vi. 
sec.  16.)     ^  General  knowledge,'  he  says  again,  ^  lies  oidy  in 
our  own  thoughts.'  *     (Book  iv.  chap.  vi.  sec.  13.)     This  use 
of  *  our  ideas '  and  *  our  own  thoughts '  as  equivalent  phrases, 
each  antithetical  to  ^  real  existence,'  tells  the  old  tale  of  a 
deviation  from  ^  the  new  way  of  ideas '  into  easier  paths. 
According  to  this  new  way  in  its  strictness,  as  we  have  suffi- 
ciently seen,  there  is  nowhere  for  anything  to  be  found  but 

*  in  our  ideas.'  It  therefore  in  no  way  distinguishes  general 
knowledge  or  certainty  that  it  cannot  be  found  elsewhere. 
Locke,  however,  having  allowed  himself  in  the  supposition 
that  simple  ideas  report  a  real  existence,  other  than  them- 
selves, but  to  which  they  are  related  as  ectype  to  archetype, 
tacitly  proceeds  to  convert  them  into  real  existences,  to 
which  ideas  in  general,  as  mere  thoughts  of  our  own,  may  be 
opposed.  Along  with  this  conversion,  there  supervenes  upon 
the  original  distinction  between  simple  and  complex  ideas, 
which  alone  does  duty  in  the  Second  Book  of  the  Essay, 
another  distinction,  essential  to  Locke's  doctrine   of  the 

*  reality'  of  knowledge — ^that  between  the  idea,  whether 

*  Book  ni.  chap.  iii.  eec.  13.  '  Gf.  Book  it.  chap.  iii.  sec.  31. 
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ideas 
having  no 
zeal  exis- 
tence. 


i.e.  only  to  si^ipl®  ^^  complex,  as  originally  given  in  sensation,  and  the 
abstract  same  as  retained  or  reproduced  in  the  mind.  It  is  onlj  in 
the  former  form  that  the  idea,  however  simple,  reports,  and 
thus  (with  Locke)  itself  is,  a  real  existence.  Such  real  ex- 
istence is  a  ^  particular '  existence,  and  our  knowledge  of  it 
a  ^  particular '  knowledge.  Li  other  words,  according  to  the 
only  consistent  doctrine  that  we  have  been  able  to  elicit  from 
Locke,  Mt  is  a  knowledge  which  consists  in  a  consciousness, 
upon  occasion  of  a  present  sensation — say,  a  sensation  of 
redness — ^that  some  object  is  present  here  and  now  causing 
the  sensation ;  an  object  which,  accordingly,  must  be  '  par- 
ticidar '  or  transitory  as  the  sensation.  The  ^  here  and  now,' 
as  in  such  a  case  they  constitute  the  particularity  of  the 
object  of  consciousness,  so  also  render  it  a  real  existence. 
Separate  these  ('  the  circumstances  of  time  and  place ' '} 
from  it,  and  it  at  once  loses  its  real  existence  and  becomes  an 
*  abstract  idea,'  one  of  ^  our  own  thoughts,'  of  which  as  ^  in 
the  mind '  agreement  or  disagreement  with  some  other  ab- 
stract idea  can  be  asserted  in  a  general  proposition ;  e.g. '  red 
is  not  blue.'     (Book  iv.  chap,  vii.'sec.  4.)' 

82.  It  is  between  simple  ideas,  it  will  be  noticed,  that  a 
stractidea  relation  is  here  asserted,  and  in  this  respect  the  proposition 
™m^  \^  ne  ^^^^  from  such  an  one  as  may  be  formed  when  simple  ideas 
have  been  compounded  into  the  nominal  essence  of  a  thing, 
and  in  which  some  one  of  these  may  be  asserted  of  the 
thing,  being  already  included  within  the  meaning  of  its 
name ;  e.g.  ^  a  rose  has  leaves.'  But  as  expressing  a  relation 
between  ideas  *  abstract'  or  *in  the  mind,'  in  distinction 
from  present  sensations  received  from  without,  the  two  sorts 
of  proposition,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  Locke's  Fourth 
Book,  stand  on  the  same  footing.^  It  is  a  nominal  essence 
with  which  both  alike  are  concerned,  and  on  this  depends 
the  general  certainty  or  self-evidence,  by  which  they  are 
distinguished  from  *  experiment  or  observation  without  us.' 
These  can  never  ^  reach  with  certainty  farther  than  the  bare 


An  ab- 


I  See  above,  paragraph  56. 

'  Book  m.  chap.  iii.  sec.  6. 

'  In  case  there  should  be  any  doubt 
as  to  Locke's  meaning  in  this  passage, 
it  may  be  well  to  compare  Book  it. 
chap.  ix.  sec  1.  There  he  distinctly 
opposes  the  consideration  of  ideas  in  the 
nnderstandixiff  to  the  knowledge  of  real 
existence.     Here  (Book  it.  chap.  Tii. 


sec.  4)  he  distinctly  speaks  of  the  pro- 
position 'red  is  not  blue'  as  expzeesing 
a  consideration  of  ideas  in  the  under- 
standing. It  follows  that  it  is  not  a 
proposition  as  to  real  existence. 

*  Already  in  Book  n.  (chap.  xxxi.  sec. 
12),  the  simple  idea,  as  abstract,  is 
spoken  of  as  a  nominal  essence. 
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instance '  (Book  it.  chap.  vi.  sec.   7) :  i.e.,  though  the  only 
channels  hj  which  we  can  reach  real  existence,  they  can 
never  tell  more  than  the  presence  of  this  or  that  sensation 
a£  caused  by  an  unknown  thing  without,  or  the  present  dis- 
agreement  of  such  present  sensations  with  each  other.    As 
to  the  recurrence  of  such  sensations,  or  any  permanently 
real  relation    between    them,  they  can    teU  us  nothing. 
Nothing  as  to  their  recurrence,  because,  though  in  each  case 
they  show  the  presence  of  something  causing  the  sensations, 
they  show  nothing  of  the  real  essence  upon  which  their 
recurrence  depends.^    Nothing  as  to  any  permanently  real 
relation  between  them,  because,  although  ilie  disagreement 
between  ideas  of  blue  and  red,  and  the  agreement  between 
one  idea  of  red  and  another,  as  in  the  mind,  is  self-evident, 
yet  as  thus  in  the  mind  they  are  not '  actual  seuBations '  at 
all  (Book  IT.  chap.  xi.  sec.  6),  nor  do  they  convey  that 
'sensitive  knowledge  of  particular  existence,'  which  is  the  only 
possible  knowledge  of  it.     (Book  ly.  chap.  iii.  sec.  21.)     As 
actual  sensations  and  indices  of  reality,  they   do  indeed 
differ  in  this  or  that  ^  bare  instance,'  but  can  convey  no  cer- 
tainty that  the  real  thing  or  '  parcel  of  matter '  (Book  iii. 
chap.  iii.  sec.  18),  which  now  causes  the  sensation  of  (and 
thus  is)  red,  may  not  at  another  time  cause  the  sensation  of 
(and  thus  he)  blue.* 

83.  We  thus  come  upon  the  crucial  antithesis  between  How  then 
relations  of  ideas  and  matters  of  fact,  with  the  exclusion  of  "  Mi«nce 
general  certainty  as  to  the  latter,  which  was  to  prove  such  possible? 
a  potent  weapon  of  scepticism  in  the  hands  of  Hume.    Of 


*  Cf.  Book  rv.  chap.  vi.  sec.  6.  *  If 
we  could  certainly  know  (which  is  im- 
possible) where  a  real  easence,  which 
we  know  not^  is-^.g.  in  what  parcels 
of  matter  the  real  essence  of  gold  is; 
yet  could  we  Dot  be  snre,  that  this  or 
that  quality  conld  with  truth  be  affirmed 
of  gold ;  since  it  is  impossible  for  ns  to 
know  that  this  or  that  quality  or  idea 
has  a  necessaiy  connexion  with  a  real 
essence,  of  wmch  we  have  no  idea  at 
aU.' 

Several  passages,  of  conrse,  can  be 
adduced  from  Locke  which  are  incon- 
sistent with  the  statement  in  the  text: 
e.g.  Book  iv.  chap.  iv.  sec.  12.  *To 
make  knowledge  real  concerning  sub- 
stances, the  ideas  must  be  taken  from 
the  real  existence  of  things.    Vniatever 


simple  ideas  have  been  found  to  coexist 
in  any  substance,  these  we  may  with 
confidence  join  together  again,  and  so 
make  abstract  ideas  of  substances.  For 
whatever  have  once  had  an  imion  in 
nature,  may  be  united  again.'  In  idl 
such  passages,  however,  as  will  appear 
below,  the  strict  opposition  between  the 
real  and  the  mental  is  lost  sight  of,  the 
'nature'  or  ' substance,' in  miich  ideas 
'  have  a  union,'  or  are  '  found  to  coexist,' 
being  a  system  of  relations  which,  ac- 
cording to  Locke,  it  requires  a  mind  to 
constitute,  and  thus  itself  a  'nominal 
essence.' 

'Of.  Book  IV.  chap.  iii.  sec.  29; 
Book  IV.  chap.  vi.  sec.  14;  Book  iv, 
chap.  xi.  sec.  11. 
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its  incompatibility  with  recognized  science  we  can  have  no 
stronger  sign  than  the  fact  that,  afber  more  than  a  century 
has  elapsed  since  Locke's  premisses  were  poshed  to  their 
legitimate  conclusion,  the  received  system  of  logic  among 
us  is  one  which,  while  professing  to  accept  Locke's  doctrine 
of  essence,  and  with  it  the  antithesis  in  question,  throughout 
assumes  the  possibility  of  general  propositions  as  to  matters 
of  fact,  and  seeks  in  their  methodical  discovery  and  proof 
that  science  of  nature  which  Locke  already  ^  suspected '  to 
be  impossible.     (Book  iv.  chap.  zii.  sec.  10.) 

84.  That,  so  far  as  any  inference  from  past  to  future 
uniformities  is  necessary  to  the  science  of  nature,  his  doctrine 
does  more  than  justify  such  'suspicion,'  is  plain  enough. 
Does  it,  however,  leave  room  for  so  much  as  a  knowledge  of 
past  uniformities  of  fact,  in  which  the  natural  philosopher, 
accepting  the  doctrine,  might  probably  seek  refoge?  At 
jGbrst  sight,  it  might  seem  to  do  so.  ^  As,  when  our  senses 
are  actually  employed  about  any  object,  we  do  know  that  it 
does  exist ;  so  by  our  memory  we  may  be  assured  that  here- 
tofore things  that  affected  our  senses  have  existed — and 
thus  we  have  knowledge  of  the  past  existence  of  several 
things,  whereof  our  senses  having  informed  us,  our  memories 
still  retain  the  ideas.'  (Book  iv.  chap.  xi.  sec.  11.)  Let  us 
see,  however,  how  this  knowledge  is  restricted.  *  Seeing 
water  at  this  instant,  it  is  an  unquestionable  truth  to  me 
that  water  doth  exist;  and  remembering  that  I  saw  it 
yesterday,  it  will  also  be  always  true,  and  as  long  as  my 
memory  retains  it,  always  an  undoubted  proposition  to  me, 
that  water  did  exist  the  18th  of  July,  1688 ;  as  it  will  also 
be  equally  true  that  a  certain  number  of  very  fine  colours 
did  exist,  which  at  the  same  time  I  saw  on  a  bubble  of  that 
water ;  but  being  now  quite  out  of  sight  both  of  the  water 
and  bubbles  too,  it  is  no  more  certainly  known  to  me  that 
the  water  doth  now  exist,  than  that  the  bubbles  and  colours 
therein  do  so ;  it  being  no  more  necessary  that  water  should 
exist  to-day  because  it  existed  yesterday,  than  that  the 
colours  or  bubbles  exist  to-day  because  they  existed  yester- 
day.'— {Hid.) 

85.  The  result  is  that  though  I  may  enumerate  a  multi- 
tude of  past  matters-of-fact  about  water,  I  cannot  gather 
them  up  in  any  general  statement  about  it  as  a  real  exist- 
ence.    So  soon  as  I  do  so,  I  pass  from  water  as  a  real 


^mi^^^^^^^^T'^fma^m^mmmmm^mmi-^mim^^m^m^^^m^ 


IS  A  SCIENCE  OF  NATURE  POSSIBLE?  60 

existence  to  its  '  nominal  essence/  i.e.,  to  the  ideas  retained 
in  my  mind  and  put  together  in  a  fictitious  substance,  to 
which  I  have  annexed  the  name  ^  water.'     If  we  proceed  to 
apply  this  doctrine  to  the   supposed  past  matters-of-fact 
themselves,  we  shaJl  find  these  too  attenuating  themselves 
to  nonentity.     Subtract  in  every  case  from  the  '  particular 
existence'  of  which   we  have  'sensitive  knowledge'  the 
qnalification  by  ideas  which,  as  retained  in  the  mind,  do  not 
testify  to  a  present  real  existence,  and  what  remains  9  There 
is  a  certainty,  according  to  Locke  (Book  rv.  chap.  xi.  sec. 
11)^  not,  indeed,  that  water  exists  to-day  because  it  existed 
yesterday — ^this  is  only  '  probable ' — but  that  it  has,  as  a  past 
matter-of-fact,  at  this  time  and  that  '  continued  long  in 
existence,'  because  this  has  been  '  observed ; '  which  must 
mean  (Book  rv.  chap.  ii.  sees.  1,  5,  and  9),  because  there  has 
been  a  continued  *  actual  sensation '  of  it.     'Water,'  how- 
eTcr,  is  a  complex  idea  of  a  substance,  and  of  the  elements 
of  this  complex  idea  those  only  which  at  any  moment  are 
given  in  'actual  sensation'  may  be  accounted  to  'really 
exist.'    First,  then,  must  disappear  from  reality  the  '  some- 
thing,' that  unknown  substratum  of  ideas,  of  which  the  idea 
is  emphatically  '  abstract.'    This  gone,  we  naturally  fall  back 
npon  a  fact  of  co-existence  between  ideas,  as  being  a  reality, 
though  the  '  thing '  be  a  fiction.     But  if  this  co-existence  is 
to  be  real  or  te  represent  a  reality,  the  ideas  between  which 
it  obtains  must  be  '  actual  sensations.'    These,  whatever  they 
may  be,  are  at  least  opposed  by  Locke  te  ideas  retained  in 
the  mind,  which  only  form  a  nominal  essence.    But  it  is  the 
association  of  such  nominal  essence,  in  the  supposed  observa- 
tion of  water,  with  the  actual  sensation  that  alone  gives  the 
latter  a  meaning.     Set  this  aside  as  unreal,  and  the  reality, 
which  the  sensation  reveals,  is  at  any  rate  one  of  which 
nothing  can  be  said.    It  cannot  be  a  rdation  between  sensa- 
tions, for  such  relation  implies  a  consideration  of  them  by 
the  mind,  whereby,  according  to  Locke,  they  must  cease  to 
be  '  real  existences.'     (Book  ii.  chap.  xxv.  sec.  1.)     It  -cannot 
even  be  a  single  sensation  as  eaniiwuously  obiervedy  for  every 
present  moment  of  such  observation  has  at  the  next  become 
a  past,  and  thus  the  sensation  observed  in  it  has  lost  its 
'  actuality,'  and  cannot,  as  a  '  real  existence,*  qualify  the 
sensation  observed  in  the  next.    Eestrict  the  '  real  exist- 
ence,' in  short,  as  Locke  do^s,  to  an  '  actual  present  sensa* 
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tion/  which  can  only  be  defined  by  opposition  to  an  idea 
retained  in  the  mind,  and  at  every  instant  of  its  existence 
it  has  passed  into  the  mind  and  thus  ceased  really  to  exist. 
^  Reality  is  in  perpetual  process  of  disappearing  into  the  un- 
reality of  thought.     No  point  can  be  fixed  either  in  the  flux  of 
time  or  in  the  imaginary  process  from  *  without '  to  *  within  * 
the  mind,  on  the  one  side  of  which  can  be  placed  *  real  exis- 
tence,* on  the  other  the  *  mere  idea.*  It  is  only  because  Locke 
unawares  defines  to  himself  the  '  actual  sensation '  as  repre- 
sentative of  a  real  essence,  of  which,  however,  according  to 
him,  as  itself  unknown,  the  presence  is  merely  inferred  from 
the  sensation,  that  the  *  actual  sensation  *  itself  is  saved  from 
the  limbo  of  nominal  essence,  to  which  ideas,  as  abstract  or 
in  the  mind,  are  consigned.     Only,  again,  so  far  as  it  is  thus 
illogically  saved,  are  we  entitled  to  that  distinction  between 
'  &.cts '  and  *  things  of  the  mind,*  which  Locke  once  for  all 
fixed  for  English  philosophy, 
which  is,         86.  By  this  time  we  are  familiar  with  the  difficulties  which 
theroal an  ^^  antithesis  has  in  store  for  a  philosophy  which  yet  admits 
abstiact      that  it  is  only  in  the  mind  or  in  relation  to  consciousness 
roBiduum     — la  One  word,  as  *  ideas  * — that  facts  are  to  be  found  at 
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oiunesfl.  ^1?  while  by  the  '  mind '  it  understands  an  abstract  generali- 
zation firom  the  many  minds  which  severally  are  bom  and 
grow,  sleep  and  wake,  with  each  of  us.  The  antithesis 
itself,  like  every  other  form  in  which  the  impulse  after  true 
knowledge  finds  expression,  implies  a  distinction  between 
the  seeming  and  the  real ;  or  between  that  which  exists  for 
the  consciousness  of  the  individual  and  that  which  really 
exists.  But  outside  itself  consciousness  cannot  get.  It  is 
there  that  the  real  must,  at  any  rate,  manifest  itself,  if  it  is 
to  be  found  at  all.  Yet  the  original  antithesis  between  the 
mind  and  its  unknown  opposite  still  prevails,  and  in  conse- 
quence that  alone  which,  though  indeed  in  the  mind,  is  yet 
given  to  it  by  no  act  of  its  own,  is  held  to  represent  the  real. 
This  is  the  notion  which  dominates  Locke.  He  strips  from 
the  formed  content  of  consciousness  all  that  the  mind  seems 
to  have  done  for  itself,  and  the  abstract  residuum,  that  of 
which  the  individual  cannot  help  being  conscious  at  each 
moment  of  his  existence,  is  or  *  reports  *  the  real,  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  mind's  creation.  This  is  Feeling;  or  more 
strictly — since  it  exists,  and  whatever  does  so  must  exist  as 
one  in  a  number  (Book  ii.  chap.  vii.  sec.  7)— it  is  the  multitude 
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of  smgle  feelings,  '  each  penBhing  the  moment  it  begins ' 
(Book  n.  chap,  zxvii.  sec.  2),  from  which  all  the  definiteness 
that  comes  of  composition  and  relation  mnst  be  supposed  ab- 
sent. Thus,  in  trying  to  get  at  what  shall  be  the  mere  fact  in 
detachment  from  mental  accretions,  Locke  comes  to  what  is 
still  consciousness,  but  the  merely  indefinite  in  consciousness,  i 
He  seeks  the  real  and  finds  the  yoid.  Of  the  real  as  outside  con- 
sciousness nothing  can  be  said ;  and  of  that  again  within  con- 
sciousness, which  is  supposed  to  represent  it,  nothing  can  be 
said. 

87.  We  have  already  seen  how  Locke,  in  his  doctrine  of  Ground  of 
secondary  qualities  of  substances,  practically  gets  over  this  ^^^q^"* 
difficulty;   how  he  first  projects  out  of  the  simple  ideas,  actual 
under  relations  which  it  requires  a  mind  to  constitute,  a  »«n»tioii 

and  iQflftj 

cognisable  system  of  things,  and  then  gives  content  and  inthemind 
definiteness  to  the  simple  ideas  in  us  by  treating  them  as  j?  ?*"®^* 
manifestations  of  this  system  of  things.     In  the  doctrine  of  .themind* 
propositionB,  the  proper  correlative  to  the  reduction  of  the  J 
real  to  the  present  simple  idea,  as  that  of  which  we  cannot/ 
get  rid,  would  be  the  reduction  of  the  *  real  proposition  *  to\ 
the  mere  *  it  is  now  felt.*     If  the  matter-of-fact  is  to  be  that) 
in  consciousness  which  is  independent  of  the  ^  work  of  the] 
mind*  in  comparing  and  compounding,  this  is  the  only  pos-l 
siUe  expression  for  it.     It  states  the  only  possible  'real' 
essence,*  which  yet  is  an  essence  of  nothing,  for  any  refer- 
ence of  it  to  a  thing,  if  the  thing  is  outside  consciousness, 
is  an  impossibility ;  and  if  it  is  within  consciousness,  implies 
an  '  invention  of  the  mind  *  both  in  the  creation  of  a  thing, 
*  always  the  same  with  itself,*  out  of  perishing  feelings,  and 
in  the  reference  of  the  feelings  to  such  a  thing.    Thus  carried 
out,  the  antithesis  between   'fact*   and  'creation  of  the 
mind*  becomes  self-destructive,  for,  one  feeling  being  as 
real  as  another,  it  leaves  no  room  for  that  distinction  between 
the  real  and  fantastic,  to  the  uncritical  sense  of  which  it  owes 
its   birth.      To  avoid  this  fusion  of  dream-land   and  the 
waking  world,  Locke  avails  himself  of  the  distinction  between 
the  idea  (Le.  feeling)  as  in  the  mind,  which  is  not  convertible 
with  reality,  and  the  idea  as  somewhere  else,  no  one  can  say 
where — '  the  actual  sensation  * — ^which  is  so  convertible.   The 
distinction,  however,  must  either  consist  in  degrees  of  liveli- 
ness, in  which  case  there  must  be  a  corresponding  infinity  of 
degrees  of  reality  or  xmreaUty,  or  else  must  presuppose  a 
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real  existence  from  which  the  feeKng,  if  '  actual  sensation,' 
is — if  merely  *  in  the  mind '  w  not — derived.  Snch  a  real 
existence  either  is  an  object  of  consciousness,  or  is  not.  If 
it  is  not,  no  distinction  between  one  kind  of  feeling  ajtxd 
another  can  for  consciousness  be  derived  from  it.  If  it  is, 
then,  granted  the  distinction  between  given  feelings  and 
creations  of  the  mind,  it  must  hXL  to  the  latter,  and  a  '  thing' 
of  the  mind '  turns  out  to  be  the  ground  upon  which  ^  fact  ' 
is  opposed  to  ^  things  of  the  mind.' 
Two  88.  It  remains  to  exhibit  briefly  the  disguises  under  which. 

S^real*'    tli^se  inherent  difficulties  of  his  theory  of  essence  appear  in 
ensence.      Locke.  Throughout,  instead  of  treating  '  essence '  altogether 
as  a  fiction  of  the  mind — as  it  must  be  if  feelings  in  sim- 
plicity and  singleness  are  alone  the  real — ^he  treats  indeed  as 
a  merely  '  nominal  essence  '  every  possible  combination  of 
ideas  of  which  we  can  speak,  but  still  supposes  another 
essence  which  is  ^reaL'      But  a  real    essence  of  whatP 
Clearly,  according  to  his  statements,  of  the  same  ^  thing '  of 
which  the  combination  of  ideas  in  the  mind  is  the  nominal 
essence.    Indeed,  there  is  no  meaning  in  the  antithesis  un- 
less the  ^something,'   of  which  the  latter  essence  is   so 
nominally,  is  that  of  which  it  is  not  so  really.  So  says  Locke, 
'  the  nominal  essence  of  gold  is  that  complex  idea  the  word 
gold  stands  for ;  let  it  be,  for  instance,  a  body  yellow,  of  a 
certain  weight,  malleable,  fusible,  and  fixed.    But  the  real 
essence  is  the  constitution  of  the  insensible  parts  of  that 
body,  on  which  those  qualities  and  all  the  other  properties  of 
gold  depend.'     (Book  lu.  chap.  vi.  sec.  2.)    Here  the  notion 
clearly  is  that  of  one  and  the  same  thing,  of  which  we  can 
only  say  that  it  is  a  '  body,'  a  certain  complex  of  ideas — 
yellowness,  fusibility,  &c. — is  the  nominal,  a  certain  consti- 
tution of  insensible  parts  the  real,  essence.    It  is  on  the  real 
essence,  moreover,  that  the    ideas  which    constitute  the 
nominal  depend.    Tet  while  they  are  known,  the  real  essence 
(as  appears  from  the  context)  is  wholly  unknown.     In  this 
case,  it  would  seem,  the  cause  is  not  known  from  its  effects. 
Aooordin^       89.  There  are  lurking  here  two  opposite  views  of  the  rela- 
acoUe<>*"  tion  between  the   nominal    essence    and  the   real  thing, 
tion  of       According  to  one  view,  which  prevails  in  the  later  chapters 
qtiaKtteB  of  ^^  ^^  Secoud  Book  and  in  certain  passages  of  the  third,  the 
a  thing :     relation  between  them  is  that  with  which  we  have  already 
become  familiar  in  the  doctrine  of  substance — that,  namely, 
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between  ideas  as  in  us  and  the  same  as  in  the  thing.  (Book  ii. 
chap,  xxiii.  sees.  9  and  10.)     Ko  distinction  is  made  between 
the  ^idea  in  the  mind'  and  the  'actual  sensation.'    The 
ideas  in  ike  mind  are  also  in  the  thing,  and  thus  are  called 
its  qualities,  though  for  the  most  part  they  are  so  only 
secondarily,  i.e.  as  effects  of  other  qualities,  which,  as  copied 
directly  in  our  ideas,  are  called  primary,  and  relatively  to 
these  ^ects  are  called  powers.    These  powers  have  yet  in- 
numerable effects  to  produce  in  us  which  they  have  not  yet 
produced*     (Book  ii.  chap.  xxzi.   sec.   10.)     Those  which 
have  been  so  far  produced,  being  gathered  up  in  a  complex 
idea  to  ivliich  a  name  is  annexed,  form  the  '  nominal  essence ' 
of  the  tbing.     Some  of  them  are  of  primary  qualities,  more 
are  of  secondary.     The  originals  of  the  former,  the  powers  to 
produce  the  latter,  together  with  powers  to  produce  an  in- 
definite multitude  more,  will  constitute  the  '  real  essence,' 
which  is  thus  '  a  standard  made  by  nature/  to  which  the 
nominal  essence  is  opposed  merely  as  the  inadequate  to  the 
adequate.     The  ideas,  that  is  to  say,  which  are  indicated  by 
the  name  of  a  thing,  have  been  really  *  found  in  it  *  or  *  pro- 
duced by  it,'  but  are  only  a  part  of  those  that  remain  to  be 
found  in  it  or  produced  by  it.    It  is  in  this  sense  that  Locke 
opposes  the  adequacy  between  nominal  and  real  essence  in 
the  case  of  mixed  modes  to  their  perpetual  inadequacy  in 
the  case  of  ideas  of  substances.     The  combination  in  the 
one  case  is  artificially  inade^  in  the  other  is'foxmd  and  being 
perpetually  enlarged.    This  he  illustrates  by  imagining  the 
processes  which  led  Adam  severally  to  the  idea  of  the  mixed 
mode  'jealousy '  and  that  of  the  substance  '  gold.'    In  the 
former  process  Adam  *  put  ideas  together  only  by  his  own 
imagination,   not   taken    from  the   existence  of  anything 

the  standard  there  was  of  his  own  making.'    In 

the  latter, '  he  has  a  standard  made  by  nature ;  and  there- 
fore being  to  represent  that  to  himself  by  the  idea  he  has  of 
ity  even  when  it  is  absent^  he  puts  no  simple  idea  into  his 
complex  one,  but  what  he  has  the  perception  of  from  the 
thing  itself.  He  takes  care  that  his  idea  be  conformable  to 
this  archetype.'  (Book  in.  chap.  vi.  sees.  46,  47.)  *  It  is 
plain,'  however, '  that  the  idea  made  after  this  fia^hion  by 
this  archetype  will  be  always  inadequate.' 

90.  The  nominal  essence  of  a  thing,  then,  according  to  abontreal 
this  view,  being  no  other  than  the  *  complex  idea  of  a  sub-  ^jJ^^J 
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there  may  stance,'  is  a  copj  of  reality,  jast  as  the  simple  idea  is.  It  is 
kn<^i^e.  '  ^  picture  or  representation  in  the  mind  of  a  thing  that  does 
exist  bj  ideas  of  those  qualities  that  are  discoverable  in  it.' 
(Book  n.  chap.  zxxi.  sees.  6,  8.)  It  only  differs  from  the 
simple  idea  (which  is  itself,  as  abstract,  a  nominal  essence)^  in 
respect  of  reality,  because  the  latter  is  a  copy  or  effect  pro- 
duced singly  and  involuntarily,  whereas  we  may  put  ideas 
together,  as  if  in  a  thing,  which  have  never  been  so  presented 
together,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  never  can  put  together  all 
that  exist  together.  (Book  ii.  chap.  xxx.  sec.  5,  and  xxxi.  10.) 
So  fiir  as  Locke  maintains  this  view,  the  difficulty  about 
general  propositions  concerning  real  existence  need  not  arise. 
A  statementwhich  affirmed  of  gold  one  of  the  qualities  included 
in  the  complex  idea  of  that  substance,  would  not  express 
merely  an  analysis  of  an  idea  in  the  mind,  but  would  repre- 
sent a  relation  of  qualities  in  the  existing  thing  from  which 
the  idea  ^  has  been  taken.'  These  qualities,  as  in  the  thing, 
doubtless  would  not  be,  as  in  us,  feelings  (or,  as  Locke  should 
rather  have  said  in  more  recent  phraseology,  possibilities  of 
feeling),  but  powers  to  produce  feeling,  nor  could  any  rela- 
tion between  these,  as  in  the  thing,  be  affirmed  but  such  as 
had  produced  its  copy  or  effect  in  actual  experience.  No 
coexistence  of  qualities  could  be  truly  affirmed,  which  had 
not  been  found;  but,  once  found — ^being  a  coexistence  of 
qualities  and  not  simply  a  momentary  coincidence  of  feel- 
ings— it  could  be  affirmed  as  permanent  in  a  general  pro- 
position. That  a  relation  can  be  stated  universally  between 
ideas  collected  in  the  mind,  no  one  denies,  and  if  such 
collection  '  is  taken  from  a  combination  of  simple  ideas 
existing  together  constantly  in  things  *  (Book  ii.  chap,  xxxii. 
sec.  18),  the  statement  will  hold  equally  of  such  existence. 
Thus  Locke  contrasts  mixed  modes,  which,  for  the  most 
part,  *  being  actions  which  perish  in  the  birth,  are  not 
capable  of  a  lasting  duration,'  with  ^  substances,  which  are 
the  actors;  and  wherein  the  simple  ideas  that  make  up 
the  complex  ideas  designed  by  the  name  have  a  lasting 
union.*     (Book  iii.  chap.  vi.  sec.  42.) 

91.  In  such  a  doctrine  Locke,  starting  whence  he  did, 
could  not  remain  at  rest.  We  need  not  here  repeat  what  has 
been  said  of  it  above  in  the  consideration  of  his  doctrine  of 
substance.    Taken  strictly,  it  implies  that  *  real  existence ' 

'  Book  II.  chap.  zzzi.  sec.  12. 
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conBists  in  a  permanent  relation  of  ideas,  said  to  be  of  BatBoch 
secondary  qnalities,  to  each  other  in  dependence  on  other  ^^^  ^ 
ideas,  said  to  be  of  primary  qualities.  In  other  words,  in  order  creature  of 
to  constitute  reality,  it  takes  ideas  out  of  that  particularity  ^^^^^ 
in  time  and  place,  which  is  yet  pronounced  the  condition  of 
reality,  to  give  them  an  'abstract  generality'  which  is 
fictitious,  and  then  treats  them  as  constituents  of  a  system 
of  which  the  '  invented '  relations  of  cause  and  effect  and  of 
identity  are  the  framework.  In  short,  it  brings  reality 
wholly  within  the  region  of  thought^  distinguishing  it  from 
the  syBtem  of  complex  ideas  or  nominal  essences  which  con<- 
stitute  our  knowledge,  not  as  the  unknown  opposite  of  all 
possible  thought,  but  only  as  the  complete  from  the  incom- 
plete. To  one  who  logically  carried  out  this  view,  the 
ground  of  distinction  between  fact  and  fancy  would  have  to 
be  found  in  the  relation  between  thought  as  '  objective,'  or 
in  the  world,  and  thought  as  so  far  communicated  to  us. 
Here,  however,  it  could  scarcely  be  found  by  Locke,  with 
whom  *  thought '  meant  simply  a  faculty  of  the  *  thinking 
thing,'  called  a  '  soul,'  which  might  ride  in  a  coach  with 
him  from  Oxford  to  London.  (Book  ii.  chap,  xxiii.  sec.  20.) 
Was  the  distinction  then  to  disappear  altogether  9 

92.  It  is  saved,  though  at  the  cost  of  abandoning  the  '  new  Hence 
way  of  ideas,'  as  it  had  been  followed  in  the  Second  Book,  another 
by  the  transfer  of  real  existence  from  the  thing  in  ifirhich  ^^ 
ideas  are  found,  and  whose  qualities  the  complex  of  ideas  easence  as 
in  us,  though  inadequate,  represents,  to  something  called  q^ij^^^f 
*  body,'  necessarily  unknown,  because  no  ideas  in  us  are  in  unknown 
any  way  representative  of  it.    To  such  an  unknown  body  ^^^' 
unknown  qualities  are  supposed  to  belong  under  the  designa- 
tion ^  real  essence.'    The  subject  of  the  nominal  essence,  just 
because  its  qualities,  being  matter  of  knowledge,  are  ideas 

in  our  minds,  is  a  wholly  different  and  a  fictitious  thing. 

93.  This  change  of  ground  is  of  course  not  recognized  by  How  Locke 
Locke  himself.    It  is  the  perpetual  crossing  of  the  incon-  in«««  up 
sistent  doctrines  that  renders  his  '  immortal  Tliird  Book '  a  m^i^i]^ 
web  of  contradictions.    As  was  said  above,  he  constantly  inambig- 
speaks  as  if  the  subject  of  the  real  essence  were  the  same  ^^  ^^^ 
with  that  of  the  nominal,  and  never  explicitly  allows  it  to 

be  different.  The  equivocation  under  which  the  difference 
is  disguised  lies  in  the  use  of  the  term  ^  body.'  A  *  particular 
body '  is  the  subject  both  of  the  nominal  and  real  essence 
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^  gold '  But  ^  body/  as  that  in  whicli '  ideas  are  found,'  and 
in  which  they  permanently  coexist  according  to  a  natural 
law,  is  one  thing ;  ^  body/  as  the  abstraction  of  the  unknown, 
is  quite  another.  It  is  body  in  the  former  sense  that  is  the 
real  thing  when  nominal  essence  (the  complex  of  ideas  in  us) 
is  treated  as  representative,  though  inadequately  so,  of  the 
real  thing ;  it  is  body  in  the  latter  sense  that  is  the  real 
thing  when  this  is  treated  as  wholly  outside  possible  con- 
sciousness, and  its  essence  as  wholly  unrepresented  by 
possible  ideas.  By  a  jumble  of  the  two  meanings  Locke 
obtains  an  amphibious  entity  which  is  at  once  independent 
of  relation  to  ideas,  as  is  body  in  the  latter  sense,  and  a 
source  of  ideas  representative  of  it,  as  is  body  in  the  former 
sense — ^which  thus  carries  with  it  that  opposition  to  the 
mental  which  is  supposed  necessary  to  the  real,  while  yet  it 
seems  to  manifest  itself  in  ideas.  Meanwhile  a  third  con- 
ception of  the  real  keeps  thrusting  itself  upon  the  other  two 
— the  view,  namely,  that  body  in  both  senses  is  a  fiction  of 
thought,  and  that  the  mere  present  feeling  is  alone  the  reaL 
Bodyaa  94.  Where  Locke  is  insisting  on  the  opposition  between 

•pareel of  ^^  j.^  essence  and  any  essence  that  can  be  known,  the 
without  former  is  generally  ascribed  either  to  a  ^  particular  being '  or 
•«»»<»•  to  a  *  parcel  of  matter.'  The  passage  which  brings  the  oppo- 
sition into  the  strongest  relief  is  perhaps  the  following : — '  I 
would  ask  any  one,  what  is  sufficient  to  make  an  essential 
difference  in  nature  between  any  two  particular  beings, 
without  any  regard  had  to  some  abstract  idea,  which  is 
looked  upon  as  the  essence  and  standard  of  a  species  P  All 
such  patterns  and  standards  being  quite  laid  aside,  particular 
beings,  considered  barely  in  themselves,  will  be  found  to 
have  sJl  their  qualities  equally  essential ;  and  everything,  in 
each  individual,  will  be  essential  to  it,  or,>  which  is  more, 
nothing  at  all.  For  though  it  may  be  reasonable  to  ask 
whether  obeying  the  magnet  be  essential  to  iron;  yet  I 
think  it  is  very  improper  and  insignificant  to  ask  whether  it 
be  essential  to  the  particular  parcel  of  matter  I  cut  my  pen 
with,  without  considering  it  under  the  name  vron,  or  as 
being  of  a  certain  species.'  (Book  in.  chap.  vi.  sec.  5.)^ 
Here,  it  will  be  seen,  the  exclusion  of  the  abstract  idea  firom 
reality  carries  with  it  the  exclusion  of  that  '  standard  made 

*  To  the  eamo  purpose  is  a  passage  in  Book  m.  chap.  x.  sec  19,  towards  the 
and. 
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hj  nature/  which  according  to  the  passages  ahreadj  quoted, 
is  the  '  thing  itself '  from  which  the  abstract  idea  is  taken,  and 
from  which,  if  correctly  taken,  it  derives  reality.  This 
exclusion,  again,  means  nothing  else  than  the  disappearance 
from  'nature'  (which  with  Locke  is  interchangeable  with 
'  reality ')  of  all  essential  difference*  There  remain,  however, 
as  the  '  real,' '  particular  beings,'  or  *  individuals,'  or  ^  parcels 
of  matter.'  In  each  of  these,  '  considered  barely  in  itself, 
everything  will  be  essential  to  it,  or,  which  is  more,  nothing 
at  all.' 

95.  We  have  already  seen,*  that  if  by  a  'particular  being'  j^  ^.^ 

is  meant  the  mere  individuiim,  as  it  would  be  upon  abstrac*  sense  body 
tion  of  all  relations  which  according  to  Locke  are  fictitious,  !J^®  ™*" 
and  constitute  a  community  or  generality,  it  certainly  can  Tidaum. 
have  no  essential  qualities,  since  it  has  no  qualities  at  all. 
It  is  a  something  which  equals  nothing.     The  notion  of  this 
bare  indivickmrn    being  the  real  is  the    'protoplasm'  of 
Locke's  philosophy,  to  which,  though  he  never  quite  recog- 
nized it  himself,  after  the  removal  of  a  certain  number  of 
accretions  we  may  always  penetrate.    It  is  so  because  his 
unacknowledged  method  of  finding  the  real  consisted  in 
abstracting  from  the  formed  content  of  consciousness  till  he 
came  to  that  which  could  not  be  got  rid  of.    This  is  the 
momentarily  present  relation  of  subject  and  object,  which, 
considered  on  the  side  of  the  object,  gives  the  mere  atom, 
and  on  the  side  of  the  subject,  the  mere  '  it  is  felt.'    Even  in 
this  ultimate  abstraction  the  'fiction  of  thought'  still  survives,  . 
for  the  atom  is  determined  to  its  mere  individuality  by 
relation  to  other  individuals,  and  the  feeling  is  determined 
to  the  present  moment  or  '  the  now '  by  relation  to  other 
'  nows-' 

96.  To  this  ultimate  abstraction,  however,  Locke,  though  g^^-  „ 
constantly  on  the  road  to  it,  never  quite  penetrates.     He  is  qualified 
farthest  from  it — ^indeed,  as  far  from  it  as  possible — where  he  gtanMa'of 
is  most  acceptable  to  common  sense,  as  in  his   ordinary  timeaod 
doctrine  of  abstraction,  where  the  real,  from  which  the  ^^^^' 
process  of  abstraction  is  supposed  to  begin,  is  already  the 
individual  in  the  fulhiess  of  its  qualities,  James  and  John, 

this  man  or  this  gold.  He  is  nearest  to  it  when  the  only 
qualification  of  the  'particular  being,'  which  has  to  be 
removed  by  thought  in  order  to  its  losing  its  reality  and 

>  See  abore,  paragraph  45. 
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becoming  an  abstract  idea,  is  supposed  to  consist  in  'circum.— 
stances  of  time  and  place.' 
Suclibody       97.  It  is  of  these  circumstances,    as  the  constituents  of 
Locke  held  the  real,  that  he  is  thinking  in  the  passage  last  quoted*     Ajs 
wt  of  ^^     qualified  by  *  circumstances  of  place  *  the  real  is  a  parcel  of 
'primaTj     matter,  and  under  this  designation  Locke  thought  of  it  as  a. 
b^^^^^ ' '  8^^j®<5t  of  ^  primary  qualities  of  body.*  *    These,  indeed,  as  he 
these  com-   enumerates  them,  may  be  shown  to  imply  relations  going  fair 
^fh^^       beyond  that  of  simple  distinctness  between  atoms,  and  thus 
ticnlarity     to  involve  much  more  of  the  creative  action  of  thought ;  bat 
in  time  ?     i^q  need  be  the  less  concerned  for  this  usurpation  on  the  part 
of  the  particular  being,  since  that  which  he  illegitimately 
conveys  to  it  as  derived  from  ^  circumstances  of  place,'  he 
virtually  takes  away  from  it  again  by  limitation  in  time. 
The  ^  particular  being '  has  indeed  on  the  one  hand  a  real 
essence,  consisting  of  certain  primary  qualities,  but  on  the 
other  it  has  no  continued  identily.  It  is  only  real  as  present 
to,  feeling  at  this  or  that  time.     The  particidar  being  of  one 
moment  is  not  the  particular  being  of  the  next.    Thus  the 
primary  qualities  which  are  a  real  essence,  i.e.  an  essence  of 
a  particular  being,  at  one  moment,  are  not  its  real  essence  at 
the  next,  because,  while  they  as  represented  in  the  mind 
remain  the  same,  the  ^  it,'  the  particular  being  is  different. 
An  immutable  essence  for  that  very  reason  cannot  be  real. 
The  immutability  can  only  lie  in  a  relation  between  a  certain 
abstract  (i.e.  unreal)  idea  and  a  certain  sound*     (Book  in. 
chap.  iii.  sec.  19.)     ^  The  real  constitution  of  things,'  on  the 
other  hand,  ^  begin  and  perish  with  them.     All  things  that 
exist  are  liable  to  change.'    {IMd.)     Locke,  it  is  true  (as  is 
implied  in  the  term  change^)  never  quite  drops  the  notion  of 
there  being  a  real  identity  in  some  unknown  background,  but 
this  makes  no  difference  in  the  bearing  of  his  doctrine  upon 
the  possibility  of  ^  real '  knowledge.     It  only  means  that  for 
an  indefinite  particularity  of  ^beings '  there  is  substituted  one 
*  being '  under  an  indefinite  peculiarity  of  forms.   Though  the 
reality  of  the  thing  in  itself  be  immutable,  yet  its  reality /or 

>  According  to  Locke's  oidiDary  usage  we  may  talk  of  the  *  matter  of  bodies,* 

of  the  terms,  no  distinction  appears  be-  but  not  of  the  *body  of  matters.'    But 

tween  'matter'  and  'body.'    In  Book  since    solidity,    according    to    Locke's 

ni.  chap.  X.  sec.  15,  however,  he  dis-  definition,  involyes  the  other  *  primary 

tinguishes  matter  from  body  as  the  less  qualities,'  this  distinction  does  not  avail 

determinate  conception  from  the  more,  him  much. 
The  one  implies  solidity  merely,  the  *  See  aboTS,  paragraph  69. 

other  extension  and  figure  also,  so  that 
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« 

mis  in  perpettial  flax.  ^  In  itself'  it  is  a  substance  without 
an  essence,  a  '  something  we  know  not  what '  without  any 
ideas  to  '  support ; '  a  ^  parcel  of  matter/  indeed,  but  one  in 
which  no  quality  is  really  essential,  because  its  real  essence, 
consisting  in  its  momentary  presentation  to  sense,  changes 
with  the  moments.' 

98.  We  have  previously  noticed*  Lockers  pregnant  remark,  How  Locke 
that  ^things  whose  existence  is  in  succession'  do  not  admit  q^Mtion."' 
of  identity.     (Book  n.  chap,  xzyii.  sec.  2.)     So  far,  then,  as 
the  'real,'  in  distinction  from  the  '  abstract,'  is  constituted 
by  particularity  in  time,  or  has  its  existence  in  succession,  it 
excludes  the   relation  of  identity.     *It  perishes  in  every 
moment  that  it  begins.'    Had  Locke  been  master  of  this 
notion,  instead  of  being  irregularly  mastered  by  it,  he  might 
have  anticipated  all  that  Hume  had  to  say.   As  it  is,  even  in 
passages  such  as  those  to  which  reference  has  just  been 
made,  where  he  follows  its  lead  the  farthest,  he  is  still  pulled 
Qp  by  inconsistent  conceptions  with  which  common  sense, 
acting  through  common  language,  restrains  the  most  adyen- 
torous  philosophy.     Thus,  even  f^om  his  illustration  of  the 
liability  of  all  existence  to  change — *  that  which  was  grass 
to-day  is  to-morrow  the  flesh  of  a  sheep,  and  within  a  few 
days  after  will  become  part  of  a  man  '* — we  find  that,  just  as 
he  does  not  pursue  the  individualization  of  the  real  in  space 
80  far  but  that  it  still  remains  ^  a  constitution  of  parts,'  so  he 
does  not  pursue  it  in  time  so  far  but  that  a  coexistence  of  real 
dements  over  a  certain  duration  is  possible.    To  a  more 
thorough  analysis,  indeed,  there  is  no  alternative  between 
finding  reality  in  relations  of  thought,  which,  because  rela- 
tions of  thought,  are  not  in  time  and  therefore  are  immutable, 
and  submitting  it  to  such  subdivision  of  time  as  excludes  all 
real  coexistence  because  what  is  real,  as  present,  at  one 
moment  is  unreal,  as  past,  at  the  next.    This  alternative  . 
could  not  present  itself  in  its  clearness  to  Locke,  because,   | 
according  to  his  method  of  interrogating  consciousness,  he 
inevitably  found  in  its  supposed  beginning,  which  he  identified 
^th  the  real,  those  products  of  thought  which  he  opposed  to 
the  real,  and  jiius  read  into  the  simple  feeling  of  the  moment 
th^^BJri^h,  if  it  were  the  simple  feeling  of  the  moment,  it   / 

'  ^  Cf,  Book  HI.  chap.  vi.  sec.  4 :  *  Take  thought  of  anything  eesential  to  any  of    * 

^t  away  the  abstract  idfias  by  which  them  instantly  vanishes/  &e. 

ve  sort  indiyidualB  aod    rank  them  '  See  above,  paragraph  76. 

^der  common   names,  and  then  the  '  Book  m.  chap.  iii.  sec.  10. 
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Body  and 
its  quali* 
ties  sup- 
posed to  be 
outuide 
conscioiuh 

DOSS. 


could  not  contain.  Thus  throughout  the  Second  Book  of  tlie 
Essay  the  simple  idea  is  supposed  to  represent  either  as  copy 
or  as  effect  a  permanent  reality,  whether  body  or  mind :  and 
in  the  later  books,  even  where  the  representation  of  sucli 
reality  in  knowledge  comes  in  question,  its  existence  as  con- 
stituted by  'primary  qualities  of  body '  is  throughout  assumed, 
though  general  propositions  with  regard  to  it  are  declared 
impossible.  It  is  a  feeling  referred  to  body,  or,  in  tlie 
language  of  subsequent  psychology,  a  feeling  of  the  outward 
sense,^  that  Locke  means  by  an  '  actual  present  sensation^' 
and  it  is  properly  in  virtue  of  this  reference  that  such  sensa- 
tion is  supposed  to  be,  or  to  report,  the  real. 

99.  According  to  the  doctrine  of  primary  qualities,  as  ori- 
ginally stated,  the  antithesis  lies  between  body  as  it  is  in 
itself  and  body  as  it  is  for  us,  not  between  body  as  it  is  for 
us  in  '  actual  sensation,'  and  body  as  it  is  for  us  according  to 
'  ideas  in  the  mind.'  The  primary  qualities  '  are  in  bodies 
whether  we  perceive  them  or  no.'  (Book  ii.  chap.  viii.  sec. 
23.)  As  he  puts  it  elsewhere  (Book  ii.  chap.  xxxi.  sec.  2),  it 
is  just  because  '  solidity  and  extension  and  the  termination 
of  it,  figure,  with  motion  and  rest,  whereof  we  have  the  ideas, 
would  be  really  in  the  world  as  they  are  whether  there  were 
any  sensible  being  to  perceive  them  or  no,'  that  they  are  to 
be  looked  on  as  the  real  modifications  of  matter.  A  change 
in  them,  unlike  one  in  the  secondary  qualities,  or  such  as  is 
relative  to  sense,  is  a  real  alteration  m  body.  '  Pound  an 
almond,  and  the  clear  white  colour  will  be  altered  into  a  dirty 
one,  and  the  sweet  taste  into  an  oily  one.  What  alteration 
can  the  beating  of  the  pestle  make  in  any  body,  but  an  altera- 
tion of  the  texture  of  it  ? '  (Book  ii.  chap.  viii.  sec.  20.)  It 
is  implied  then  in  the  notion  of  the  real  as  body  that  it  should 
be  outside  consciousness.  .  It  is  that  which  seems  to  remain 
when  everything  belonging  to  consciousness  has  been  thought 


>  For  the  germs  of  the  diBtinction  be- 
tween outer  and  inner  sense,  see  Locke's 
£ssaj,  Book  ii.  chap.  i.  sec.  14:  *This 
source  of  ideas  (the  perception  of  the 
operations  of  the  mind)  eveir  man  has 
wholly  in  himself;  and  though  it  be  not 
sense,  as  haying  nothing  to  do  with 
external  objects,  yet  it  is  yery  like  it, 
and  might  properly  enough  be  called 
internal  sense.'  For  the  notion  of  outer 
seAse  Cf.  Book  n.  chap.  iz.  sec  6,  where 
he  is  distinguishing  the  ideas  of  hunger 


and  warmth,  which  he  supposes  chil- 
dren to  receive  in  the  womb  from  the 
'innate  principles  which  some  contend 
for.'  '  These  (the  ideas  of  hunger  and 
warmth)  being  the  effects  of  sensation, 
are  only  from  some  affections  of  the 
body  which  happen  to  them  there,  and 
so  depend  on  something  exterior  to  the 
mind,  not  otherwise  differing  in  thoir 
manner  of  production  from  other  ideas 
derived  from  sense,  but  only  in  the  pro- 
cedency  of  time.' 
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away.  Yet  it  is  brought  within  consciousness  again  bj  the 
supposition  that  it  has  qualities  which  copy  themselves  in 
our  ideas  and  are  ^the  exciting  causes  of  all  our  various 
sensations  from  bodies.'  (Book  ii.  chap.  xxxi.  sec.  3.)  Again, 
howeyer,  the  antithesis  between  the  real  and  consciousness 
prerails,  and  the  qualities  of  matter  or  body  having  been 
brought  v^ithin  the  latter,  are  opposed  to  a  ^  substance  of 
body ' — otherwise  spoken  of  as  *  tiie  nature,  cause,  or  manner 
of  producing  the  ideas  of  primary  qualities ' — ^which  remains 
outside  it,  unknown  and  unknowable.  (Book  ii.  chap,  xxiii. 
sec.  30,  &c.) 

100.  The  doctrine  of  primary  qualities  was  naturally  the  How  can 
one  upon  which  the  criticism  of  Berkeley  and  Hume  first  pnmafy 
fastened,  as  the  most  obvious  aberration  from  the  '  new  way  blToutoidc 
of  ideas.'     That  the  very  notion  of  the  senses  as  ^  reporting '  coBBciowi* 
anything,  under  secondary  no  less  than  under  primary  quali-  y^iJ,I|^. 
ties,  implies  the  presence  of  'fictions  of  thought'  in  the  abk? 
primitive  consciousness,  may  become  clear  upon  analysis; 
but  it  lies  on  the  surface  and  is  avowed  by  Locke  himself 
(Book  II.  chap.  viii.  sees.  2,  7),  that  the  conception  of  primary 
qualities  is  only  possible  upon  distinction  being  made  between 
ideas  as  in  our  minds,  and  the  '  nature  of  things  existing 
without  us,'  which  cannot  be  given  in  the  simple  feeling 
itself.     This  admitted,  the  distinction  might  either  be  traced 
to  the  presence  within  intelligent  consciousness  of  another 
factor  than  simple  ideas,  or  be  accounted  for  as  a  gradual 
*  invention  of  the  mind.'     In  neither  way,  however,  could 
Locke  regard  it  and  yet  retain  his  distinction  between  fact 
and  fancy,  as  resting  upon  that  between  the  nature  of  things 
and  the  mind  of  man.    The  way  of  escape  lay  in  a  figure  of 
speech,  the  figure  of  the  wax  or  the  miiror.     '  The  ideas  of 
primary  qualities  are  resemblances  of  them.'     (Book  ii.  chap, 
viii.  sec.  15.)     These  qualities  then  may  be  treated,  according 
to  occasion,  either  as  primitive  data  of  consciousness,  or  as 
the  essence  of  that  which  is  the  unknown  opposite  of  con- 
sciousness— in  the  latter  way  when  the  antitiiesis  between 
nature  and  mind  is  in  view,  in  the  former  when  nature  has 
yet  to  be  represented  as  knowable. 

101.  How,  asked  Berkeley,  can  an  idea  be  like  anything  Locke 
that  is  not  an  idea?    Put  the  question  in  its  proper  strength  ^"^^^ 
— How  can  an  idea  be  like  that  of  which  the  sole  and  simple  eopy  them- 
determination  is  just  that  it  is  not  an  idea  (and  such  with  ^^"^^  ^» 
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ideas — 
Berkeley's 
pejoinder. 
Locke  gets 
out  of  the 
difficulty 
by  his 
doctrine  of 
solidity. 


In  which 
he  equivo- 
cates be- 
tween body 


Locke  is  body  *in  itself*  or  as  the  real) — and  it  is  clearly 
unanswerable.  The  process  by  which  Locke  was  prevented 
from  putting  it  to  himself  is  not  difficult  to  trace.  '  Body  * 
and  *the  solid'  are  with  him  virtually  convertible  terms. 
Each  indifferently  holds  the  place  of  the  substance,  of  which 
the  primary  qualities  are  so  many  determinations.^  It  is 
true  that  where  solidity  has  to  be  defined,  it  is  defined  as  an 
attribute  of  body,  but  conversely  body  itself  is  treated  as  a 
<  texture  of  solid  parts/  i.6.  as  a  mode  of  the  solid.  Body,  in 
short,  so  soon  as  thought  of,  resolves  itself  into  a  relation  of 
bodies,  and  the  solid  into  a  relation  of  solids,  but  Locke,  by 
a  shuffle  of  the  two  terms — ^representing  body  as  a  relation 
between  solids  and  the  solid  as  a  relation  between  bodies — 
gains  the  appearance  of  explaining  each  in  turn  by  relation 
to  a  simpler  idea.  Body,  as  the  unknown,  is  revealed  to  us 
by  the  idea  of  solidity,  which  sense  conveys  to  us ;  while 
solidity  is  explained  by  reference  to  the  idea  of  body.  The 
idea  of  solidity,  we  are  told,  is  a  simple  idea  which  comes  into 
the  mind  solely  by  the  sense  of  touch.  (Book  n.  chap.  iii. 
sec.  1.)  But  no  sooner  has  he  thus  identified  it  with  an  im- 
mediate feelmg  than,  in  disregard  of  his  own  doctrine,  that 
*  an  idea  which  has  no  composition  *  is  undefinable,*  he  con- 
verts it  into  a  theory  of  the  cause  of  that  feeling.  *  It  arises 
from  the  resistance  which  we  find  in  body  to  the  entrance  of 
any  other  body  into  the  place  it  possesses  till  it  has  left  it ; ' 
and  he  at  once  proceeds  to  treat  it  as  the  consciousness  of 
such  resistance.  *  Whether  we  move  or  rest,  in  what  posture 
soever  we  are,  we  always  feel  something  under  us  that  sup- 
ports us,  and  hinders  our  farther  sinking  downwards :  and 
the  bodies  which  we  daily  handle  make  us  perceive  that 
whilst  they  remain  between  them,  they  do  by  an  insurmount- 
able force  hinder  the  approach  of  the  parts  of  our  hands  that 
press  them.  That  which  then  hinders  the  approach  of  two 
bodies,  when  they  are  moving  one  towards  another,  I  call 
solidity.'     (Book  ii.  chap.  iv.  sec  1.) 

102.  Now  *  body '  in  this  theory  is  by  no  means  outside 
consciousness.  It  is  emphatically  *in  the  mind,'  a  ^  nominal 
essence,'  determined  by  the  relation  which  the  theory  assigns 


*  See  Book  ii.  chap.  viii.  Bee.  23 :  The 
primary  'qualities  tnat  are  in  bodies, 
are  the  bidk,  figure,  number,  situation, 
and  motion  or  rest,  of  their  solid  parts,* 
Cf.  Book  n.  chap.  xiii.  sec  11 :  'Solidity 


is  so  inseparable  an  idea  from  body,  that 
upon  that  depends  its  filling  of  space, 
its  contact,  impulse,  and  communica- 
tion of  motion  upon  impulse/ 
*  See  Book  m.  chap.  iv.  sec.  7. 
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to  it,  and  which,  like  everj  relation  according  to  Locke,  is  a  &»  un- 
*  thing  of  the  mind/     This  relation  is  that  of  outwardness  to  opposite  of 
other  bodies,  and  among  these  to  the  sensitive  body  through  mind  and 
which  we  receive  ^  ideas  of  sensation ' — a  body  which,  on  its  1^^^"^* 
side,  as  determined  by  the  relation,  has  its  essence  from  the  essence.' 
mind.     It  is,  then,  not  as  the  unknown  opposite  of  the  mind, 
but  as  determined  by  an  intelligible  relation  which  the  mind 
constitutes,  and  of  which  the  members  are  each '  nominal 
essences,'  that  body  is  outward  to  the  sensitive  subject.     But 
to  Locke,  substituting  for  body  as  a  nominal  essence  body  as 
the  unknown  thing  in  itself,  and  identifying  the  sensitive  sub- 
ject with  the  mind,  outwardness  in  the  above  sense — an  out- 
wardness constituted  by  the  mind — ^becomes  outwardness  to 
the  mind  of  an  unknown  opposite  of  the  mind.     Solidity, 
then,  and  the  properties  which  its  definition  involves  (and  it 
involves  all  the    *  primary  qualities'),   become   something 
wholly  alien  to  the  mind,  which  *  would  exist  without  any 
sensible  being  to  perceive  them.'    As  such,  they  do  duty  as 
a  real  essence,  when  the  opposition  of  this  to  everything  in 
the  mind  has  to  be  asserted.     Yet  must  they  be  in  some  sort 
ideas,  for  of  these  alone  (as  Locke  fiilly  admits)  can  we  think 
and  speak ;  and  if  ideas,  in  the  mind.     How  is  this  contra- 
diction to  be  overcome?    By  the  notion  that  though  not  in 
or  of  the  mind,  they  yet  copy  themselves  upon  it  in  virtue  of 
an  impulse  in  body,  correlative  to  that  resistance  of  which 
touch  conveys  the  idea.     (Book  ii.  chap.  viii.  sec.  11).*    This 
explanation,  however,  is  derived  from  the  equivocation  be- 
tween the  two  meanings  of  mind  and  body  respectively.     The 
problem  to  be  explained  is  the  relation  between  the  mind 
and  that  which  is  only  qualified  as  the  negation  of  mind ; 
and  the  explanation  is  found  in  a  relation,  only  existing  for 
the  mind,  between  a  sensitive  and  a  non-sensitive  body. 

103.  The  case  then  stands  as  follows.    All  that  Locke  says  fltationale 
of  body  as  the  real  thing-in-itself,  and  of  its  qualities  as  the  W  ^^. 
essence  of  such  thing,  comes  according  to  his  own  showing  idons. 
of  an  action  of  the  mind  which  he  reckons  the  source  of  | 
fictions.     ^  Body  in  itself'  is  a  substratum  of  ideas  which  the 
mind  *  accustoms  itself  to  suppose.'    It  perpetually  recedes, 

(as  what  w^  at  first  a  substance  becomes  in  turn  a  complex 
of  qualities  for  which  a  more  remote  substratum  has  to  be 

'  Cf.  also  the  passago  from  Book  ii.  chap.  xiii.  sec.  11,  quoted  aboye,  p.  82, 
note  1. 
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supposed— a  ^substance    of   body,'  a  productive  cause   of 
matter.     But  the  substance,  however  remote,  is  determined 
by  the  qualities  to  which  it  is  correlative,  as  the  cause  by  its 
effects ;  and  every  one  of  these — whether  the  most  primary, 
solidity,  or  those  which  'the  mind  finds  inseparable  from 
every  particle  of  matter,'  i.e.  from  the  'solid parts  of  a  body,'* 
— as  defined  by  Locke,  is  a  relation  such  as  the  mind,  *  bring- 
ing one  thing  to  and  setting  it  by  another '  (Book  ii.  chap. 
XXV.  sec.  1),  can  alone  constitute.    To  Locke,  however,  over- 
come by  the  necessity  of  intelligence,  as  gradually  developing 
itself  in  each  of  us,  to  regard  the  intelligible  world  as  there 
before  it  is  known,  the  real  must  be  something  which  would 
be  what  it  is  if  thought  were  not.     Strictly  taken,  this  must 
mean  that  it  is  that  of  which  nothing  can  be  said,  and  some 
expression  must  be  found  by  means  of  which  it  may  do  double 
duty  as  at  once  apart  from  consciousness  and  in  it.     This  is 
done  by  converting  the  primary  qualities  of  body,  though 
obviously  complex  ideas  of  relation,  into  simple  feelings  of 
touch,"  and  supposing  the  subject  of  this  sensation  to  be 
related  to  its  object  as  wax  to  the  seal.     If  we  suppose  this 
relation,  again,  which  is  really  within  the  mind  and  consti- 
tuted by  it,  to  be  one  between  the  mind  itself,  as  passive,  and 
the  real,  we  obtain  a  *  real '  which  exists  apart  from  the  mind, 
yet  copies  itself  upon  it.     The  mind,  then,  so  far  as  it  takes 
such  a  copy,  becomes  an  *  outer  sense,'  as  to  which  it  may  be 
conveniently  forgotten  that  it  is  a  mode  of  mind  at  all.     Thus 
every  modification  of  it,  as  an  'actual  present  sensation,' 
comes  to  be  opposed  to  every  idea  of  memory  or  imagination, 
as  that  which  is  not  of  the  mind  to  that  which  is ;  though 
there  is  no  assignable  difference  between  one  and  the  other, 
except  an  indefinite  one  in  degree  of  vivacity,  that  is  not  de- 
rived from  the  action  of  the  mind  in  referring  the  one  to  an  ob- 
ject, constituted  by  itself,  to  which  it  does  not  refer  the  other. 
What  104.  Let  us  now  consider  whether  by  this  reference  to 

knowl^ge  body,  feeling  becomes  any  the  more  a  source  of  general  know- 
ing, even     ledge  concerning  matters  of  fact.    As  we  have  seen,  if  we 

Hs '  referred 

to  a 'solid'       !  ^'  ^^ook  ii.  chap.  viii.  sec.  9.    Tho  »  I  write  advisedly  'touch*  only,  not 

body  con-    P"'^'^ry  qualities  of  body  are  *  such  as  *  sight    and    touch,'    because,    though, 

vey  ?             sense  constantly  finds  in  every  particle  Locke  (Book  ii.  chap,  v.)  speaks  of  ti.e 

of  matter,  which  has  bulk  enough  to  bo  ideas  of  extension,  figure,  motion,  and 

perceived,  and  the  mind  finds  msepar-  rest  of  bodies,  as  received  both  by  sight 

able    from    every  particle    of  matter,  and  touch,  these  are  all  involved  in  tho 

though  less  than  to  make  itself  singly  previous  definition  of  solidity,  of  which 

be  perceived  by  our  senses.'  the  idea  is  ascribed  to  touch  only. 
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identify  the  real  with  feeling  simplj,  its  distinction  from  'bare 
vision '  disappears.     This  difficulty  it  is  sought  to  overcome 
by  distinguishing  feeling  as  merely  in  the  mind  from  actually 
present  sensation.     But  on  reflection  we  find  that  sensation 
after  all  is  feeling,  and  that  one  feeling  is  as  much  present  as 
another,  though  present  only  to  become  at  the  next  moment 
past,  and  thus,  if  it  is  the  presence  that  is  the  condition  of 
reality,  unreal.     The  distinction  then  must  lie  in  the  actuaUty 
of  the  sensation.    But  does  not  this  actuality  mean  simply 
derivation  from  the  real,  i.e.  derivation  from  the  idea  which 
has  to  be  derived  from  it  P    If,  in  the  spirit  of  Locke,  we 
answer, '  No,  it  means  that  the  feeling  belongs  to  the  outer 
sense ' ;  the  rejoinder  will  be  that  this  means  either  that  it 
is  a  feeling  of  touch — and  what  should  give  the  feeling  of 
touch  this  singular  privilege  over  other  feelings  of  not  being 
in  the  mind  while  they  are  in  it  P — or  that  it  is  a  feeling  re- 
ferred to  body,  which  still  implies  the  preBiq)po8ition  of  the 
real,  only  under  the  special  relations  of  resistance  and  im- 
pulse.   The  latter  alternative  is  the  one  which  Locke  virtu-  | 
ally  adopts,  and  in  adopting  it  he  makes  the  actuality,  by  f 
which  sensation  is  distinguished  from  ^  feelings  in  the  mind,'  ^ 
itself  a  creation  of  the  mind.     But  though  it  is  by  an  intel- 
lectual interpretation  of  the  feeling  of  touch,  not  by  the  feel- 
ing itself,  that  there  is  given  that  idea  of  body,  by  reference 
to  which  actual  sensation  is  distinguished  from  the  mere  idea, 
still  with  Locke  the  feeling  of  touch  is  necessary  to  the  in- 
terpretation.    Thus,  supposing  his  notion  to  be  carried  out 
consistently,  the  actual  present  sensation,  as  reporting  the 
real,  must  either  be  a  feeling  of  touch,  or,  if  of  another  sort, 
e.g.,  sight  or  hearing,  must  be  referable  to  an  object  of  touch. 
In  other  words,  the  real  will  exist  for  us  so  long  only  as  it  is 
touched,  and  ideas  in  us  will  constitute  a  real  essence  so  long 
only  as  they  may  be  referred  to  an  object  now  touched.     Let 
the  object  cease  to  be  touched,  and  the  ideas  become  a 
nominal  essence  in  the  mind,  the  knowledge  which  they  con- 
stitute ceases  to  be  real,  and  the  proposition  which  expresses 
it  ceases  to  concern  matter  of  fact.    Truth  as  to  matters  of 
fact  or  bodies,  then,  must  be  confined  to  smgular  propositions 
such  as  *  this  is  touched  now,'  *  that  was  touched  then  ;*  *what 
is  touched  now  is  bitter,'  *  what  was  then  touched  was  red.'* 

'  Thus  the  conviction  that  an  object      by  'putting  the  hand  to  it'  (Book  iv. 
Been  is  qot  'bare  fancy/ which  is  gained      chnp.  xi.  ^c.  17),  as  it  convoys  tb**  idea 
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not  what 
it  is. 


Only  the  105.  All  that  is  gained,  then,  by  the  conversion  of  the 
luiowledge  feeling  pf  touch,  pure  and  simple,  into  the  idea  of  a  body 
thing  is,  touched,  is  the  supposition  that  there  is  a  real  existence 
ivhich  does  not  come  and  go  with  the  sensations.  As  to  what 
this  existence  is,  as  to  its  real  essence,  we  can  have  no  know- 
ledge but  sach  as  is  given  in  a  present  sensation.^  Any  es- 
sence of  it,  otherwise  known,  could  only  be  a  nominal  essence^ 
a  relation  of  ideas  in  our  minds :  it  would  lack  the  condition 
in  virtue  of  which  alone  a  datum  of  consciousness  can  claim 
to  be  representative  of  reality,  that  of  being  an  impression 
made  by  a  body  now  operating  upon  us.  (Book  iii.  chap.  v. 
sec.  2,  and  Book  iv.  chap.  xi.  sec.  1.)  The  memory  of  such 
impression,  however  faithful,  will  still  only  report  a  past 
reality.  It  will  itself  be  merely  *  an  idea  in  the  mind.' 
Neither  it  nor  its  relation  to  any  present  sensation  result  fromi 
the  immediate  impact  of  body,  and  in  consequence  neither 
'  really  exists.'  All  that  can  be  known,  then,  of  the  real,  in 
other  words,  the  whole  real  essence  of  body,  as  it  is  for  us, 
reduces  itself  to  that  which  can  at  any  moment  be  ^  revealed ' 
in  a  single  sensation  apart  from  all  relation  to  past  sensations  ; 
and  this,  as  we  have  seen,. is  nothing  at  all. 

106.  Thus  that  reduction  of  reality  to  that  of  which  noth- 
ing can  be  said,  which  follows  from  its  identification  with, 
particularity  in  time,  follows  equally  jfrom  its  identification 


Hov  it  is 
that  the 
real 
essence  of 


^13^*  T"   ^^*^  *^®  resistance  of  body,  or  (which  comes  to  the  same) 
Locke.        from  the  notion  of  an  *  outer  sense '  beinsr  its  ores 


Locke, 
perishes 
with  them, 
jet  is  im- 
mutable. 


being  its  organ ;  since  it 
is  only  that  which  now  resists,  not  a  general  possibility  of  re- 
sistance nor  a  relation  between  the  resistances  of  different 
times,  that  can  be  regarded  as  outside  the  mind.  In  Locke's 
language,  it  is  only  a  particular  parcel  of  matter  that  can  be 
so  regarded.  Of  such  a  parcel,  as  he  rightly  says,  it  is  absurd 
to  ask  what  is  its  essence,  for  it  can  have  none  at  all.  (See 
above,  paragraph  94.)  As  real,  it  has  no  quality  save  that  of 
being  a  body  or  of  being  now  touched — a  quality,  which  as 
all  things  real  have  it  and  have  none  other,  cannot  be  a 
differentia  of  it.     When  we  consider  that  this  quality  may  be 


of  solidity,  is  properly,  according  to 
Locke's  doctrine,  not  one  among  other 
'  confirmations  of  the  testimony  of  the 
spnses/  bat  the  source  of  all  such  testi- 
mony, as  a  testimony  to  the  real,  i.e. 
to  body.    See  above,  paragraph  62. 

>  Cf.  Book  III.  chap.  vi.  sec.  6:  *As  to 
the  real  essences  of  substances,  we  only 


suppose  their  being,  without  precisely 
knowing  what  they  are.'  'The  appear- 
ance of  the  qualification  'precisely/  as 
we  shall  see  below,  marks  an  oscillation 
from  the  view,  according  to  which  'real 
essence'  is  the  negation  of  the  know- 
able  to  the  view  according  to  which  our 
knowledge  of  it  is  merely  inadequate. 
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regarded  eqoallj  as  immutable  and  as  changing  from  moment 
to  moment,  we  shall  see  the  ground  of  Locke's  contradiction 
of  himself  in  speaking  of  the  real  thing  sometimes  as  inde- 
structible, sometimes  as  in  continual  dissolution.  ^  The  real 
constitutions  of  things  begin  and  perish  with  them.'  (Book  I 
III.  chap.  iii.  sec.  19.)  That  is,  the  thing  at  one  moment 
makes  an  impact  on  the  sensitive  tablet — in  the  fact  that  it 
does  so  lie  at  once  its  existence  and  its  essence — ^but  the  next 
moment  the  impact  is  over,  and  with  it  thing  and  essence,  as 
real,  have  disappeared.  Another  impact,  and  thus  another 
thing,  has  taken  its  place.  But  of  this  the  real  essence  is 
just  the  same  as  that  of  the  previous  thing,  namely,  that  it 
may  be  touched,  or  is  solid,  or  a  body,  or  a  parcel  of  matter ; 
nor  can  this  essence  be  really  lost,  since  than  it  there  is  no 
other  reality,  all  difference  of  essence,  as  Locke  expressly 
says,^  being  constituted  by  abstract  ideas  and  the  work  of  the 
mind.  It  follows  that  real  change  is  impossible.  A  parcel 
of  matter  at  one  time  is  a  parcel  of  matter  at  all  times.  Thus 
we  have  only  to  forget  that  the  relation  of  continuity  between 
the  parcels,  not  being  an  idea  caused  by  impact,  should  pro- 
perly feJl  to  the  unreal — though  only  on  the  same  principle 
as  should  that  of  distinctness  between  the  times — and  we  find 
the  real  in  a  continuity  of  matter,  unchangeable  because  it 
has  no  qualities  to  change.  It  may  seem  strange  that  when 
this  notion  of  the  formless  continuity  of  the  real  being  gets 
the  better  of  Locke,  a  man  should  be  the  real  being  which 
he  takes  as  his  instance.  ^  Nothing  I  have  is  essential  to  me. 
An  accident  or  disease  may  very  much  alter  my  colour  or 
shape;  a  fever  or  fSill  may  take  away  my  reason  or  memory, 
or  both ;  and  an  apoplexy  leave  neither  sense  nor  understand- 
ing, no,  nor  life.'  (Book  ni.  chap.  vi.  sec.  4.)  But  as  the 
sequel  shows,  the  man  or  the  ^  I '  is  here  considered  simply  as 
^  a  particular  corporeal  being,'  i.e.  as  the  ^parcel  of  matter ' 
which  alone  (according  to  the  doctrine  of  reality  now  in 
view)  can  be  tiie  real  in  man,  and  upon  which  all  qualities 
are  ^  superinductions  of  the  mind.'  ^ 

107.  We  may  now  discern  the  precise  point  where  the  Oniyabout 

qualities  of 

•  Book  ni.  chap.  vi.  seft.  4 :  *  Take  but  ^[uoted:  •  So  that  if  it  be  asked,  whether 
away  the  abstract  ideas  by  which  we  it  be  essential  to  me,  or  any  other  par- 
sort  indiTiduals,  and  then  the  thought  ticular  corporeal  being,  to  have  reason? 
of  anything  essential  to  any  of  them  I  say,  no ;  no  more  than  it  is  essential 
instantly  vanishes.'  to  this  white  thing  I  write  on  to  have 

'  See  a  few  lines  below  the  passage  words  in  it/ 
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matter,  as    qualm  OS  to  clothing  reality  with  such  superinductions  com- 
diBtmct       monly  returns  upon  Locke.    The  conyersion  of  feeling  into 
mauer        body  felt  and  of  the  particular  time  of  the  feeling  into  an 
itself,  that   individuality  of  the  body,  and,  further,  the  fusion  of  the  in- 
any  diffi-     dividual  bodies,  manifold  as  the  times  of  sensation,  into  one 
culty.         continued  body,  he  passes  without  scruple.     So  long  as  these 
are  all  the  traces  of  mental  fiction  which  *  matter,'  or  *  body,' 
or  ^  nature '  bears  upon  it,  he  regards  it  undoubtingly  as  the 
pure  *  privation  '  of  whatever  belongs  to  the  mind«     But  so 
soon  as  cognisable  qualities,  forming  an  essence,  come  to  be 
ascribed  to  body,  the  reflection  arises  that  these  qualities  aje 
on  our  side  ideas,  and  that  so  far  as  they  are  permanent  or 
continuous  they  are  not  ideas  of  the  sort  which  can  alone  re- 
present body  as  the  '  real '  opposite  of  mind ;  they  are  not  the 
result  of  momentary  impact;  they  are  not  *  actually  present 
sensations.'     Suppose  them,  however,  to  have  no.  permanence 
— suppose  their  reality  to  be  confined  to  the  fleeting  *  now ' 
— and  they  are  no  qualities,  no  essence,  at  all.     There  is  then 
for  us  no  real  essence  of  body  or  nature ;  what  we  call  so  is 
a  creation  of  the  mind. 
These,  as         108.  This  implies  the  degradation  of  the  ^  primaiy  quali- 

^uTu^'  *^®«  ^^  '^y '  ^^  *^®  position  which  they  hold  in  the  Second 
our  ideas,  Book  of  the  Essay,  as  the  real,  par  excellencey  to  that  of  a 
foM nota  nominal  essence.  In  the  Second  Book,  just  as  the  complex 
*real  of  idcas,  received  and  to  be  received  from  a  substance,  is  taken 

essence.*  f^p  ^^  p^  thing  without  disturbance  from  the  antithesis 
between  reality  and  ^  ideas  in  the  mind,'  so  the  primary  qua- 
lities of  body  are  taken  not  only  as  real,  but  as  the  sources  of 
all  other  reality.  Body,  the  real  thing,  copying  itself  upon 
the  mind  in  an  idea  of  sensation  (that  of  solidity),  carries 
with  it  from  reality  into  the  mind  those  qualities  which  *  the 
mind  finds  inseparable  from  it,'  with  all  their  modes.  '  A 
piece  of  manna  of  a  sensible  bulk  is  able  to  produce  in  us  the 
idea  of  a  round  or  square  figure,  and,  by  being  removed 
from  one  place  to  another,  the  idea  of  motion.  This  idea  of 
motion  represents  it,  as  it  really  is  in  the  manna,  moving ;  a 
circle  or  square  are  the  same,  whether  in  idea  or  existence, 
in  the  mind  or  in  the  manna ;  and  this  both  motion  and  figure 
are  really  in  the  manna,  whether  we  take  notice  of  them  or 
no.'  (Book  II.  chap.  viii.  sec.  18.)  To  the  unsophisticated 
man,  taking  for  granted  that  the  '  sensible  bulk '  of  the 
manna  is  a  '  real  essence,'  this  statement  will  raise  no  diffi- 


ARE   PRIMARY  QUALITIES  A  REAL  ESSENCE?         89 

culties.  But  when  he  has  leaiiit  from  Locke  himself  that  the 
'  sensible  bulk/  so  far  as  we  can  think  and  speak  of  it,  must 
consist  in  the  ideas  which  it  is  said  to  produce,  tlio  question 
as  to  the  real  existence  of  these  must  arise.  It  turns  out 
that  they  ^  really  exist,'  so  far  as  they  represent  the  impact 
of  a  body  copying  itself  in  actually  present  sensation,  and 
that  from  their  reality,  accordingly,  must  be  excluded  all 
qualities  that  accrue  to  the  present  sensation  from  its  rela- 
tion to  the  past.  Can  the  '  primary  qualities '  escape  this 
exclusion  ? 

109.  To  obtain  a  direct  and  compendious  answer  to  this  Are  the 
question  from  Locke's  own  mouth  is  not  easy,  owing  to  the  *  P"*"!^'/ 
want  of  adjustment  between  the  several  passages  where  he  (J^q]  ^ '^ 
treats  of  the  primary  qualities.     They  are  originally  enume-  *  nominal 
rated  as  the  *  bulk,  figure,  number,  situation,  and  motion  or  ^*"*°^' 
rest  of  the  solid  parts  of  bodies '  (Book  ii.  chap.  yiii.  sec.  23), 

and,  as  we  haye  seen,  are  treated  as  all  involved  in  that  ideai 
of  solidity  which  is  given  in  the  sensation  of  touch.  We 
have  no  further  account  of  them  till  we  come  to  tlie  chap- 
ters on  'simple  modes  of  space  and  duration'  (Book  ii. 
chaps,  xiii.  &c.),  which  are  introdued  by  the  remark,  that  in 
the  previous  part  of  the  book  simple  ideas  have  been  treated 
'  rather  in  the  way  that  they  come  into  the  mind  than  as 
distinguished  from  others  more  compounded.'  As  the  simple 
idea^  according  to  Locke,  is  that  which  comes  first  into  the 
mind,  the  two  ways  of  treatment  ought  to  coincide  ^  but 
there  follows  an  explanation  of  the  simple  modes  in  question, 
of  which  to  a  critical  reader  the  plain  result  is  that  the  idea 
of  body,  which,  according  to  the  imaginary  theory  of  *  the 
way  that  it  came  into  the  mind  '  is  simple  and  equivalent  to 
the  sensation  of  touch,  turns  out  to  be  a  complex  of  relations 
of  which  the  simplest  is  called  space. 

110.  To  know  what  space  itself  is,  *we  are  sent  to  our  According 
senses '  of  sight  and  touch.    It  is  *  as  needless  to  go  to  prove  ^^  Loci^o'** 
that  men  perceive  by  their  sight  a  distance  between  bodies  thtyaro 
of  different  colours,  or  between  the  parts  of  the  same  body,  relations, 
as  that  they  see  colours  themselves ;  nor  is  it  less  obvious  fnTentkins 
that  they  can  do  so  in  the   dark  by  feeling  and  touch.'  of  the 
(Book  II.  chap.  xiii.  sec.  2.)     Space  being  thus  explained  ^^^  ' 
by  reference  to  distance,  and  distance  between  hodiesy  it  might 

be  supposed  that  distance  and  body  were  simpler  ideas.  In 
the  next  paragraph,  however,  distance  is  itself  explained  to 
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Body  is 
the  com- 
plex in 
which  they 
are  found. 


be  a  mode  of  space.    It  is  ^  space  considered  barely  in  lenglxb 
between  anj  two  beings/   and  is  distinguished   (a)  from 
^  capacity '   or  '  space  considered  in  length,  breadth,  a^Eid 
thickness ; '  {b)  from  ^  figure,  which  is  nothing  but  the  rela- 
tion which  the  parts  of  the  termination  of  extension,  or  cir- 
cumscribed space,  have  among  themselves ; '  (c)  from  '  place, 
which  is  the  relation  of  distance  between  anything  and  azijr 
two  or  more  points  which  are  considered  as  keeping  tlie 
same  distance  one  with  another,  and  so  as  at  rest.'  It  is  then 
shown  at  large  (Book  u.  chap.  xiii.  sec.  11),  as  against  the 
Cartesians,  that  extension,  which  is  ^  space  in  whatsoever 
manner  considered,'  is  a  'distinct  idea  from  body.'    The 
ground  of  the  distinction  plainly  lies  in  the  greater  com- 
plexity of  the  idea  of  body.    Throughout  the  definition  just 
given  '  space '  is  presupposed  as  the  simpler  idea  of  whicb. 
capacity,  figure,  and  place  are  severally  modifications ;  and 
these  again,  as  'primary  qualities,'  though  with  a  slight 
difference  of  designation,'  are  not  only  all  declared  inseparable 
from  body,  but  are  involved  in  it  under  a  further  modification 
as  '  qualities  of  its  solid  partsy^  i.e.,  of  parts  so  related  to  each 
other  that  each  will  change  its  place  sooner  than  admit 
another  into  it.     (Book  n.  chap.  iv.  sec.  2,  and  chap.  viii. 
sec.  23.)     Yet,  though  body  is  thus  a  complex  of  relations — 
all,  according  to  Locke's  doctrine  of  relation,  inventions  of 
the  mind — and  though  it  must  be  proportionately  remote 
from  the  simple  idea  which  '  comes  first  into  the  mind,'  yet, 
on  the  other  hand,  it  is  in  body,  as  an  object  previously 
given,  that  these  relations  are  said  to  be  found,  and  found 
by  the  senses.     (Book  ii.  chap.  xiii.  sees.  2,  27.)* 

111.  It  will  readily  be  seen  that  *  body '  here  is  a  mode  of 
the  idea  of  substance,  and,  like  it,*  appears  in  two  incon- 
sistent positions  as  at  once  the  beginning  and  the  end  of  the 
process  of  knowledge — as  on  the  one  hand  that  in  which 
ideas  are  found  and  from  which  they  are  abstracted,  and  on 
/  the  other  hand  that  which  results  from^  their  complication. 
As  the  attempt  either  to  treat  particular  qualities  as  given 
and  substance  as  an  abstraction  gradually  made,  or  con- 
versely to  treat  the  *  thing '  as  given,  and  relations  as 
gradually  superinduced,  necessarily  fails  for  the  simple  reason 

'  In    the   enumeration    of  primary  ferred  to,  it  will  be  seen  that  *  matter  * 

qualities,  *  capacity'  is  represented  by  ie  used  interchangeably  with  *  body.* 
'   ,  ^»'  *  P^^®*  ^?  '  situation.*  »  See  above,  paragraph  39, 

In  the  second  of  the  passages 
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tbat  sabfitance  and  relations  each  presuppose  the  other,  so  do  we 
body  presupposes  the  primary  qualities  as  so  many  relations  derive  the 
which  form  its  essence  or  make  it  what  it  is,  while  these  body  from 
again  presuppose  bodj  as  the  matter  which  they  determine,  primely 
It  is  because  Locke  substitutes  for  this  intellectual  order  of  %  the'^' 
mntaal  presupposition  a  succession  of  sensations  in  time  that  primaiy 
he  finds  himself  in  the  confusion  we  have  noticed — now  ^m^iea 
giving  the  priority  to  sensations  in  which  the  idea  of  body  of  body  ? 
is  supposed  to  be  conveyed,  and  from  it  deriving  the  ideas  of 
the  primary  qualities,  now  ginng  it  to  these  ideas  themselves, 
and  denying  the  idea  of  body  from  their  complication*    This 
is  just  such  a  contradiction  as  it  would  be  to  put  to-day 
b^ore  yesterday.     We  may  escape  it  by  the  consideration 
that  in  the  case  before  us  it  is  not  a  succession  of  sensations 
in  time  that  we  have  to  do  with  at  all ;  that  ^  the  real '  is  an 
intellectual  order,  or  mind,  in  which  every  element,  being 
correlative  to  every  other,  at  once  presupposes  and  is  pre- 
supposed by  every  other ;  but  that  this  order  communicates 
itself  to  us  piecemeal,  in  a  process  of  which  the  first  con- 
dition on  our  part  is  the  conception  that  there  is  an  order, 
or  something  related  to  something  else ;  and  that  thus  the 
conception  of  qualified  substance,  which  in  its  definite  arti- 
culation is  the  end  of  all  our  knowledge,  is  yet  in  another 
form,  that  may  be  called  indififerently  either  abstract  or  con- 
fused,^ its  beginning.     This  way  of  escape,  however,  was  not 
open  to  Locke,  because  with  him  it  was  the  condition  of 
reality  in  the  idea  of  the  body  and  its  qualities  that  they 
should  be  '  actually  present  sensations.'    The  priority  then 
of  body  to  the  relations  of  extension,  distance,  &c.,  as  of 
that  in  which  these  relations  are  found,  must,  if  body  and 
extension  are  to  be  more  than  nominal  essences,  be  a  priority 
of  sensations  in  time.     But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  priority 
of  the  idea  of  space  to  the  ideas  of  its  several  modes,  and 
of  these  again  to  the  idea  of  body,  as  of  the  simpler  to  the 
more  complex,  must  no  less  than  the  other,  if  the  ideas  in 
question  are  to  be  real,  be  one  in  time.     Locke's  contra- 
diction, then,  is  that  of  supposing  that  of  two  sensations 
each  is  actually  present,  of  two  impacts  on  the  sensitive 
tablet  each  is  actually  made,  before  the  other. 

112.  From  such  a  contradiction,  even  though  he  was  not 

^  *  Indifferently   either    abstract  or      that  is  most  confused  the  least  can  be 
confused,'  because   of  the  conception      said ;  and  it  is  thos  most  abstract. 
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Mathe-       distinctly  aware  of  it,  lie  could  not  but  seek  a  way  of  escape. 
ideaB**^       From  his  point  of  view  two  ways  might  at  first  sight  seem 
though        to  be  open — the  priority  in  sensitive  experience,  and  with  it 
ideas  of      reality,  might  be  assigned  exclusively  either  to  the  idea  of 
qualities  of  body  or  to  that  of  space.    To  whichever  of  the  two  it  is 
bwiy/havo  aggignod,  the  other  must  become  a  nominal  essence.     If.it 
ideal  ex-      is  the  idea  of  body  that  is  conveyed  to  the  mind  directly 
istence.'      from  without  through  sensation,  then  it  must  be  by  a  pro- 
cess in  the  mind  that  the  spatial  relations  are  abstracted 
firom  it ;  and  conversely,  if  it  is  the  latter  that  are  given  in 
sensation,  it  must  be  by  a  mental  operation  of  compounding 
that  the  idea  of  body  is  obtained  from  them.     Now,  accord- 
ing to  Locke's  fundamental  notion,  that  the  reality  of  an 
idea  depends  upon  its  being  in  consciousness  a  copy  through 
impact  of  that  which  is  not  in  consciousness,  any  attempt  to 
retain  it  in  the  idea  of  space  while  sacrificing  it  in  that  of 
body  would  be  obviously  self-destructive.     Nor,  however  we 
might  re-write  his  account  of  the  relations  of  space  as  '  found 
in  bodies,'  could  we  avoid  speaking  of  them  as  relations  of 
some  sort ;  and  if  relations,  then  derived  from  the  '  mind's 
.  carrying   its   view  from  one  thing    to   another,'   and  not 
i  ^  actually  present  sensations.'    We  shall  not^  then,  be  sur- 
prised to  find  Locke  tending  to  the  other  alternative,  and 
!  gradually  forgetting  his  assertion  that  ^  a  circle  or  a  square 
^  are  the   same  whether  in  idea  or  in  exifitence,'   and  his 
]  elaborate  maintenance  of  the  '  real  existence '  of  a  vacuum, 
,   i.e.,  extension  without  body.     (Book  ii.  chap.  xiii.  sees.  21 
\  and  the   following,  and  xvii.  4.)     In  the  Fourth  Book  it  is 
\body  alone  that  has  real  existence,  an  existence  revealed 
,by  actually  present  sensation,  while  all  mathematical  ideas, 
f  the  ideas  of  the  circle  and  the  square,  have  '  barely  an  ideal 
existence '  (Book  iv.  chap.  iv.  sec.  6) ;  and  this  means  nothing 
else  than  the  reduction  of  the  primary  qualities  of  body  to  a 
nominal  essence.     Our  ideas  of  them  are  general  (Book  iv. 
chap.  iii.  sec.  24),  or  merely  in  the  mind.     '  There  is  no  in- 
dividual parcel  of  matter,  to  which  any  of  these  qualities 
are  so  annexed  as  to  be  essential  to  it  or  inseparable  from  it.' 
(Book  III.  chap.  vi.  sec.  6.)     How  should  there  be,  when  the 
*  individual  parcel '  means  that  which  copies  itself  by  impact 
in  the  present  sensation,  while  the  qualities  in  question  are 
relations  which  cannot  be  so  copied  ?    Yet,  except  as  attach- 
ing to  such  a  parcel,  they  have  no  *  real  existence ; '  and, 
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conversely,  the  ^  body/  from  which  they  are  inseparable,  not 
being  an  individual  parcel  of  matter  in  the  above  sense, 
must  itself  be  unreal  and  belong  merely  to  the  mind.  The 
*  body '  which  is  real  has  for  ns  no  qualities,  and  that  reference 
to  it  of  the  ^  actually  present  sensation  '  by  which  such  sen- 
sation is  distinguished  from  other  feeling,  is  a  reference  to 
something  of  which  nothing  can  be  said.  It  is  a  reference 
which  cannot  be  stated  in  any  proposition  really  true ;  and 
the  difference  which  it  constitutes  between  ^  bare  vision '  and 
the  feeling  to  which  reality  corresponds,  must  be  either 
itself  unreal  or  unintelligible. 

113.  We  have  now  pursued  the  antithesis  between  reality  Summary 
and  the  work  of  the  mind  along  all  the  lines  which  Locke  V^^/ 
indicates,  and  find  that  it  everywhere  eludes  us.     The  dis-  difiacuitics 
tinction,  which  only  appeared  incidentally  in  the  doctrine  of  in.i^ggarti 
substance,  between  Hhe  being  and  the  idea  thereof — ^be- 
tween substance  as  'found'  and  substance  as  that  which 
'we  accustom  omrselves  to  suppose' — becomes  definite  and 
explicit  as  tliat  between  real  and  nominal  essence,  but  it 
does  so  only  that  the  essence,  which  is  merely  real,  may  dis- 
appear.   Whether  we  suppose  it  the  quality  of  a  mere  / 
sensation,  as  such,  or  of  mere  body,  as  such,  we  find  that  / 
we  are  unawares  defining  it  by  relations  which  are  them-( 
selves  the  work  of  the  mind,  and  that  after  abstraction  of] 
these  nothing  remains  to  give  the  antithesis  to  the  work  of  I 
the  mind  any  meaning.     Meanwhile  the  attitude  of  thought, 
when  it  has  cleared  the  antithesis  of  disguise,  but  has  not 
yet   found  that  each  of  the  opposites  derives   itself  from 
thought  as  much  as  the  other,  is  so  awkward  and  painful 
that  an  instinctive  reluctance  to  make  the  clearance  is  not 
to  be  wondered  at.     Over  against  the  world  of  knowledge, 
which  is  the  work  of  the  mind,  stands  a  real  world  of  which 
wc  can  say  nothing  but  that  it  is  there,  that  it  makes  us 
aware  of  its  presence 'in  every  sensation,  while  our  inter- 
pretation of  what  it  is,  the  system  of  relations  which  we 
read  into  it,  is  our  own  invention.     The  interpretation  is  not 
even  to  be  called  a  shadow,  for  a  shadow,  however  dim,  still 
reflects  the  reality ;  it  is  an  arbitrary  fiction,  and  a  fiction 
of  which  the  possibility  is  as  unaccountable  as  the  induce- 
ment to  make  it.    It  is  commonly  presented  as  consisting  in 
abstraction  from  the  concrete.     But  the  concrete,  just  so  far 
as  concrete,  i.e.,  a  complex  world  of  relations,  cannot  be  the 


W  GENERAL  INTRODUCTION. 

real  if  the  separation  of  the  real  from  the  work  of  the  mine  ' 
is  to  be  maintained.     It  must  itself  be  the  work  of  the  com-  - 
pounding  mind,  which  must  be  supposed  again  in  '  abstrac-  S' 
tion'   to  decompose  what  it  has  previously  compounded,  ~- 
Now,  it  is  of  the  essence  of  the  doctrine  in  question  that  iiP. 
denies  all  power  of  origination  to  the  mind  except  in  tlie  waj  - ' 
of  compounding  and  abstracting  given  impressions.      Its- 
supposition  is,  that  whatever  precedes  the  work  of  compo-  ^i 
sition  and  abstraction  must  be  real'   because    the    mind  I 
passively  receives  it :  a  supposition  which,  if  the  mind  could  ;j 
originate,  would  not  hold.     How,  then,  does  it  come  to  pass  '. 
that  a  ^nominal  essence,'  consisting  of  definite  qualities,  is . 
constructed  by  a  mind,  which  originates  nothing,  out  of  a^ 
^real'  matter,  which,  apart  from  such  construction,  has  noi 
:    qualities  at  all  ?    And  why,  granted  the  construction,  should 
•   the  mind  in  'abstraction '  go  through  the  Penelopean  exer- 
cise of  perpetually  unweaving  the  web  which  it  has  just 
woven  P 
Why  they        114.  It  is  Hume*s  more  logical  version  of  Locke's  doctrine  : 
^^?l        that  first  forces  these  questions  to  the  front.     In  Locke  him- 
him  moro.    s^lf  they  are  kept  back  by  inconsistencies,  which  we  have 
1  already  dwelt  upon.     For  the  real,  absolutely  void  of  intel-  i 
I  ligible  qualities,  because  these  are   relative  to  the   mind, 
j  he  is  perpetually  substituting   a  real  constituted  by  such 
I  qualities,  only  with  a  complexity  which  we  cannot  exhaust,  i 
By  so  doing,  though  at  the  cost  of  sacrificing  the  opposition 
between  the  real  and  the  mental,  he  avoids  the  necessity  of 
admitting  that  the  system  of  the  sciences  is  a  mere  language, 
well — or  ill — constructed,   but  unaccountably  and  without  i 
reference  to  things.     Finally,  he  so  far  forgets  the  opposition 
altogether  as  to  find  the  reality  of  *  moral  and  mathematical ' 
knowledge  in  their  *  bare  ideality '  itself.    (Book  iv.  chap.  iv. 
sec.  6,  &c.)     Thus  with  him  the  divorce  between  knowledge 
and  reality  is  never  complete,  and  sometimes  they  appear  in 
perfect  fasion.     A  consideration  of  his  doctrine  of  propo- 
sitions will  show  finally  how  the  case  between  them  stands, 
as  he  left  it. 
Theype-         US-  In  the  Fourth  Book  of  the  Essay  the  same  ground 
npp^  in    bas  to  be  thrice  traversed  under  the  several  titles  of  *  know- 
trine^       ledge,'  *  truth,'  and  'propositions.'     Knowledge  being  the 

proposi-  1  i  Simple  ideas,  since  the  mind  can      operating  on  the  mind.'      (Book    rv. 

tions.  ]3y  no  means  make  them  to  itscdf,  mnst      chap.  t.  sec.  4.) 

necessai-ily  be  the  product  of  things 
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perception  of  agreement  or  disagreement  between  ideas,  the 
proposition  is  the  putting  together  or  separation  of  words, 
as  the  signs  of  ideas,  in  affirmative  or  negative  sentences 
(Book  VI,  chap.  v.  sec.  6),  and  truth — ^the  expression  of 
certainiy  ^ — consists  in  the  correspondence  between  the  con- 
junction or  separation  of  the  signs  and  the  agreement  or 
disagreement  of  the  ideas.  (Book  rv.  chap.  v.  sec.  2.)  Thus, 
the  question  between  the  real  and  the  mental  affects  all 
Oiese.  Does  this  or  that  perception  of  agreement  between 
ideas  represent  an  agreement  in  real  existence?  Is  its  cer- 
tainty a  real  certainty  P  Does  such  or  such  a  proposition, 
bemg  a  correct  expression  of  an  agreement  between  ideas, 
also  througli  this  express  an  agreement  between  things  9  Is 
its  truth  real,  or  merely  verbal  ? 

116.  To  answer  these  questions,  according  to  Locke,  we  The 
mnst  consider  whether  the  knowledge,  or  the  proposition  ^^p^g^® 
which  expresses  it,  concerns  substances,  i.e.,  '  the  co-existence  by  a  pro- 
of ideas  in  nature,'  on  the  one  hand ;  or,  on  the  other,  either  Position, 
the  properties  of  a  mathematical  figure  or  ^  moral  ideas.'    If  tain,  may 
it  is  of  the  latter  sort,  the  agreement  of  the  ideas  in  the  ^^^^ 
mind  is  itself  their  agreement  in  reality,  since  the  ideas       ' 
themselves  are  archetypes.     (Book  iv.  chap.  iv.  sees.  6,  7.) 
It  is  only  when  the  ideas  are  ectypes,  as  is  the  case  when  the 
proposition    concerns    substances,  that    the   doubt    arises 
whether  the  agreement  between  them  represents  an  agree- 
ment in  reality.     The  distinction  made  here  virtually  corre- 
sponds to  that  which  appears  in  the  chapters  on  the  reality 
^ni  adequacy  of  ideas  in  the  Second  Book,  and  again  in 
those  on  *  names  '  in  the  Third.     There  the  *  complex  ideas 
of  modes   and  relation'   are  pronounced    necessarily  real 
^equate  and  true,  because,  ^  being  themselves  archetypes, 
they  cannot  differ  from  their  archetypes.'     (Book  ii.  chap. 
^^.  sec.  4.) '    With  them  are  contrasted  simple  ideas  and 
complex  ideas  of  substances,  which  are  alike  ectypes,  but 


^  All  knowledge  is  certain  according 
to  Locke  (Cf.  ti.  chap.  vi.  sec.  13, 
'  certainty  is  requisite  to  knowledge '), 
though  the  knowledge  must  be  ex- 
pressed before  the  term  *  certainty*  is 
naturally  applied  to  it.  (Book  iv. 
chap.  Ti.  sec.  3.)  *  Certainty  of  know- 
ledge '  is  thns  a  pleonastic  phrase,  which 
only  seems  not  to  be  so  because  we  con- 
ceive knowledge  to  have  a  relation  to 
^ings  which  Locke's  definition  denies 


it,  and  by  'certainty/  in  distinction 
from  this,  understand  its  relation  to  the 
subject. 

'  Certainty  of  truth '  is,  in  like  man- 
ner, a  pleonastic  phrase,  there  being  no 
difference  between  the  definition  of  it 
(Book  IT.  chap.  yi.  sec.  3)  and  that  of 
*trnth'  simply,  given  in  Book  it. 
chap.  T.  sec.  2. 

*  Cf.  Book  II.  chap.  xzzi.  sec.  3,  and 
zzxii.  sec.  17. 
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with  this  difference  from  each  other,  that  the  simple  ideas  can- 
not but  be  faithful  copies  of  their  archetypes,  while  the  ideas 
of  substances  cannot  but  be  otherwise.    (Book  ii.  chap*  xxxi. 
sees.  2y  11,  &c.)     Thus,  '  the  names  of  simple  ideas  and  sub- 
stances, with  the  abstract  ideas  in  the  mind  which  they 
immediately  signify,  intimate  also  some  real  existence,  from 
which  was  derived  their  original  pattern.    But  the  names  of 
mixed  modes  terminate  in  the  idea  that  is  in  the  mind.' 
(Book  III.  chap.  iv.  sec.  2.)     *  The  names  of  simple  ideas  and 
modes,'  it  is  added,  'signify  always   the  real  as  well  as 
nominal  essence  of  their  species ' — a  statement  which,  if  it  is 
to  express  Locke's   doctrine  strictly,  must  be  confined  to 
names  of  simple  ideas,  while  in  respect  of  modes  it  should 
run,  that  '  the  nominal  essence  which  the  names  of  these 
signify  is  itself  the  real.' 
when  the         ^  ^  ^*  ^^^  though  the  distinction  between  different  kinds  of 
knowledge  knowledge  in  regard  to  reality  cannot  but  rest  on  the  same 
substS^      principle  as  that  drawn  between  different  kinds  of  ideas  in 
(68.  the  same  regard,  it  is  to  be  noticed  that  in  the  doctrine  of 

the  Fourth  Book  '  knowledge  concerning  substances,'  in  con- 
trast with  that  in  which  '  our  thoughts  terminate  in  the  ab- 
stract ideas,'  hg^s  by  itself  to  cover  the  ground  which,  in  the 
Second  and  Third  Book,  simple  ideas  and  complex  ideas  of 
substances  cover  together.  This  is  to  be  explained  by  the 
observation,  already  set  forth  at  large,'  that  the  simple  idea 
has  in  Locke's  Fourth  Book  become  explicitly  what  in  the 
previous  books  it  was  implicitly,  not  a  feeling  proper,  but  the 
conscious  reference  of  a  feeling  to  a  thing  or  substance. 
Only  because  it  is  thus  converted,  as  we  have  seen,  can  it 
constitute  the  beginning  of  a  knowledge  which  is  not  a 
simple  idea  but  a  conscious  relation  between  ideas,  or  have 
(what  yet  it  must  have  if  it  can  be  expressed  in  a  proposi- 
tion) that  capacity  of  being  true  or  false,  which  implies  Vthe 
reference  by  the  mind  of  an  idea  to  something  extraneous  to 
it.'  (Book  II.  chap,  xxxii.  sec.  4.)  Thus,  what  is  said  of  the 
*  simple  idea '  in  the  Second  and  Third  Books,  is  in  the 
Fourth  transferred  to  one  form  of  knowledge  concerning  sub- 
stances, to  that,  namely,  which  consists  in  'particular  ex- 
periment and  observation,'  and  is  expressed  in  singular 
propositions,  such  as  *  this  is  yellow,'  '  this  gold  is  now  solved 
in  aqua  regia.'     Such  knowledge  cannot  but  be  real,  the 

>  See  above,  paragraph  25. 
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proposition  which  expresses  it  cannot  but  have  reaZ  certainty,  luthiscafle 
because  it  is  the  efiFect  of  a  *  body  actually  operating  upon  P^n®"^' 
us'  (Book  IV.  chap.  xi.  sec.  1),  just  as  the  simple  idea  is  an  i^mercly 
ectype  directly  made  by  an  archetype.  It  is  otherwise  with  verbal. 
complex  ideajB  of  substances  and  with  general  knowledge  or 
propositions  about  them.  A  group  of  ideas,  each  of  which, 
when  first  produced  by  a  ^body/  has  been  real,  when  retained 
in  the  mind  as  representing  the  body,  becomes  unreal.  ^  The 
complex  idea  of  gold  is  only  a  nominal  essence  or  the  signi- 
fication of  a  name  ;  the  qualities  which  compose  it  a.re  merely 
ideas  in  the  mind,  and  that  general  truth  which  consists  in 
a  correct  statement  of  the  relation  between  one  of  them  and 
another  or  the  whole — e.g.,  *  gold  is  soluble  in  aqua  regia  * — 
holds  merely  for  the  mind ;'  but  it  is  not  therefore  to  be  classed 
with  those  other  mental  truths,  which  constitute  mathemati- 
cal and  moral  knowledge,  and  which,  just  because  ^  merely 
ideal,'  ore  therefore  real.  Its  merely  mental  character 
renders  it  in  Locke's  language  a  ^  trifling  proposition,'  but 
does  not  therefore  save  it  from  being  really  untrue.  It 
is  a  '  trifling  proposition,'  for,  unless  solubility  in  aqua  regia 
is  included  in  the  complex  idea  which  the  sound  ^  gold ' 
stands  for,  the  proposition  which  asserts  it  of  gold  is  not  cer- 
tain, not  a  truth  at  all.  If  it  is  so  included,  then  the  pro- 
position is  but  *  playing  with  sounds.'  It  may  serve  to 
remind  an  opponent  of  a  definition  which  he  has  made  but 
is  forgetting,  but '  carries  no  knowledge  with  it  but  of  the 
signification  of  a  word,  however  certain  it  be.'  (Book  iv. 
chap.  viii.  sees.  5  &  9.)  Yet  there  is  a  real  gold,  outside  the 
mind,  of  which  the  complex  idea  of  gold  in  the  mind  must 
needs  try  to  be  a  copy,  though  the  conditions  of  real  exist- 
ence are  such  that  no  ^complex  idea  in  the  mind'  can 
possibly  be  a  copy  of  it.  Thus  the  verbal  truth,  which 
general  propositions  concerning  substances  express,  is  under 
a  perpetual  doom  of  being  really  untrue.  The  exemption  of 
mathematical  and  moral  knowledge  from  this  doom  remains 
an  unexplained  mercy.  Because  merely  mental,  such  know- 
ledge is  real — there  being  no  reality  for  it  to  mwrepresent — 
and  yet  not  trifling.  The  proposition  that  *the  external 
angle  of  all  triangles  is  bigger  than  eitlier  of  the  opposite 
internal  angles,'  has  that  general  certainty  which  is  never  to 
be  found  but  in  our  ideas,  yet  *  conveys   instructive  real 

*  Book  IV.  cliap.xi.  sec.  13,  xii,  9,  &c. 
VOL.  I.  H 
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Matlie-  knowledge/  the  predicate  being  *  a  necessary  consequence  of 
Sutl^^  the  precise  complex  idea '  which  forms  the  subject,  yet  *  not 
since  they  contained  in  it/  (  Book  iv.  chap.  viii.  sec.  8.)  *  The  same 
^b^tS^^'  might  be  said  apparently,  according  to  Locke's  judgment 
may  be  '  (though  he  is  not  so  explicit  about  this),  of  a  proposition  in 
both  morals,  such  as  *  God  is  to  be  feared  and  obeyed  by  man.' 

and  real.  (Book  IV.  chap.  xi.  sec.  13.)  •  But  how  are  such  propositions, 
at  once  abstract  and  real,  general  and  instructive,  to  be 
accounted  for?  There  is  no  *  workmanship  of  the  mind '  re- 
cognised by  Locke  but  that  which  consists  in  compounding 
and  abstracting  (i.e.,  separating)  ideas  of  which  '  it  cannot 
originate  one.'  The  ^  abstract  ideas '  of  mathematics,  the 
'  mixed  modes  '  of  morals,  just  as  much  as  the  ideas  of  sub- 
stances, must  be  derived  by  such  mental  artifice  from  a 
material  given  in  simple  feeling,  and  *  real '  because  so  given. 
Tet,  while  this  derivation  renders  ideas  of  substances  unreal 
in  contrast  with  their  real  ^  originals,'  and  general  proposi- 
tions about  them  *  trifling,'  because,  while  *  intimating  an 
existence,'  they  tell  nothing  about  it,  on  the  other  hand  it 
actually  constitutes  the  reality  of  moral  and  mathematical 
ideas.  Their  relation  to  an  original  disappears ;  they  are 
themselves  archetypes,  from  which  the  mind,  by  its  own  act, 
can  elicit  other  ideas  not  already  involved  in  the  meaning  of 
their  names.  But  this  can  oidy  mean  that  the  mind  has 
some  other  function  than  that  of  uniting  what  it  has  'found ' 
in  separation,  and  separating  again  what  it  has  thus  united 
— that  it  can  itself  originate. 
Signifl-  118.  A  genius  of  such  native  force  as  Locke's  could  not 

this  doc-  ^  applied  to  philosophy  without  determining  the  lines  of 
trine.  future  Speculation,  even  though  to  itself  they  remained  ob- 

scure. He  stumbles  upon  truths  when  he  is  not  looking  for 
them,  and  the  inconsistencies  or  accidents  of  his  system  are 
its  most  valuable  part.  Thus,  in  a  certain  sense,  he  may 
claim  the  authorship  at  once  of  the  popular  empiricism  of 
the  modem  world,  and  of  its  refutation.  He  fixed  the  prime 
article  of  its  creed,  that  thought  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
constitution  of  facts,  but  only  with  the  representation  of 
them  by  signs  and  the  rehearsal  to  itself  of  what  its  signs 
have  signified — in  brief,  that  its  function  is  merely  the 
analytical  judgment ;  yet  his  admissions  about  mathematical 

.  « 

1  Just  as  according  to  Kant  such  a  <  Cf.  Book  iv.  chap.  iii.  sec.  18,  and 

proposition  expresses  a  judgment '  syn-      Book  m.  chap.  zi.  hp^*  1^ 
thetical/  yet '  i-priori.* 
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knowledge  rendered  inevitable  the  Kantian  question,  ^  How 
are  synthetic  judgments  a-priori  possible  ?  ' — which  was  to 
lead  to  the  recognition  of  thought  as  constituting  the  objec- 
tive world,  and  thus  to  get  rid  of  the  antithesis  between 
thought  and  realitj.  In  his  separation  of  the  datum  of  ex* 
perience  from  the  work  of  thought  he  was  merely  following 
the  Syllogistic  Logic,  which  really  assigns  no  work  to  the 
thought,  whose  office  it  professes  to  magnify,  but  the  analysis 
of  given  ideas.  Taking  the  work  as  that  Logic  conceived  it 
(and  as  it  must  be  conceived  if  the  separation  is  to  be  main- 
tained) he  showed — conclusively  as  against  Scholasticism — 
the  '  trifling'  character  of  the  necessary  and  universal  truths 
with  which  it  dealt.  Experience,  the  manifestation  of  the  real, 
regarded  as  a  series  of  events  which  to  us  are  sensations,  can 
only  yield  propositions  singular  as  the  events,  and  having  a 
truth  like  them  contingent.  By  consequence,  necessity  and 
universality  of  connection  can  only  be  found  in  what  the  mind 
does  for  itself,  without  reference  to  reality,  when  it  analyses 
the  complex  idea  which  it  retains  as  the  memorandum  of  its 
past  single  experiences ;  i.e.,  in  a  relation  between  ideas  or 
propositions  of  which  one  explicitly  includes  the  other.  Upon 
this  relation  syllogistic  reasoning  rests,  and,  except  so  far  as 
it  may  be  of  use  for  convicting  an  opponent  (or  oneself)  of 
inconsistency,  it  has  nothing  to  say  against  such  nominalism 
as  the  above.  Hence,  with  those  followers  of  Locke  who 
have  been  most  faithful  to  their  master,  it  has  remained  the 
standing  rule  to  make  the  generality  of  a  truth  consist  in  its 
being  analytical  of  the  meaning  of  a  name,  and  its  necessity  in 
its  being  included  in  one  previously  conceded.  Yet  if  such  were 
the  true  account  of  the  generality  and  necessity  of  mathe- 
matical propositions,  their  truth  according  to  Locke's 
explicit  statement  would  be  ^  verbal  and  trifling,'  not,  as  it  is, 
*  real  and  instructive.' 

119.  The  point  of  this,  the  most  obvious,  contradiction  Fatal  to 
inherent  in  Locke's  empiricism,  is  more  or  less  striking  ac-  ^hat^^^*-'* 
cording  to  the  fidelity  with  which  the  notion  of  matter-of-  thematical 
fact,  or  of  the  reality  that  is  not  of  the  mind,  proper  to  that  ^^^\ 
system,  is  adhered  to.     When  the  popular  Logic  derived  general,  are 
from  Locke  has  so  far  forgotten  the  pit  whence  it  was  digged  got  from 
as  to  hold  that  propositions  of  a  certainty  at  once  real  and  ^^P*"®"^^®" 
general  can  be  derived  from  experience,  and  to  speak  without 
question  of  ^general  raatters-of-fact'  in  a  sense  which  to  Locke 

H  2 
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altnoaty  to  Hume  altogether,  would  have  been  a  contradiction 
in  terms,   it  naturally  finds  no   disturbance  in    regarding 
mathematical  certainty  as  different  not  in  kind,  but  only  in 
degree,  irom  that  of  any  other  '  generalisation  from  experi- 
ence.'   Not  aware  that  the  distinction  of  mathematical  from 
empirical  generality  is  the  condition  upon  which,  according  to 
Locke,  the  former  escapes  condemnation  as  '  trifling,'  it  does 
not  see  any  need  for  distinguishing  the  sources  from  which 
the  two  are  derived,  and  hence  goes  on  asserting  against 
imaginary   or   insignificant    opponents  that   mathematical 
truth  is  derived  from  *  experience ; '  which,  if  *  experience  ' 
be  so  changed  from  what  Locke  understood  by  it  as  to  yield 
general  propositions  concerning  matters-of-fact  of  other  than 
analytical  purport,  no  one  need  care  to  deny.     That  it  can 
yield  such  propositions  is,  doubtless,  the  supposition  of  the 
physical  sciences ;  nor,  we  must  repeat,  is  it  the  correctness 
of  this  supposition  that  is  in  question,  but  the  validity,  upon 
its  admission,  of  that  antithesis  between  experience  and  the 
work  of  thought,  which  is  the  *  be-all  and  end-all '  of  the 
popular  Logic. 
andtoTe-        120.  Locke,  as  we  have  seen,  afber  all  the  encroachments 
^^^^         made  unawares  by  thought  within  the  limits  of  that  ex- 
natupal       perience  which  he  opposes  to  it — or,  to  put  it  conversely, 
science:       after  all  that  he  allows  *  nature'  to  take  without  acknow- 
noteodear  ledgment  from  *  mind ' — is  still  so  far  faithful  to  the  opposi- 
aboutthiB.   tion  as  to  'suspect  a  science  of  nature  to  be  impossible.' 
This  suspicion^  which  is  but  a  hesitating  expression  of  the 
doctrine  that  general  propositions  concerning  substances  arc 
merely  verbal,  is  the  exact  counterpart  of  the  doctrine  pro- 
nounced without  hesitation  that  mathematical  truths,  being 
at  once  real  and  general,  do  not  concern  nature  at  all.  Real 
knowledge  concerning  nature  being  given  by  single  impres- 
sions of  bodies  at  single  times  operating  upon  us,  and  by 
consequence  being  expressible  only  in  singular  propositions, 
any  reality  which  general  propositions   state  must  belong 
merely  to  the  mind,  and  a  mind  which  can  originate  a  reality 
other  than  nature's  cannot  be  a  passive  receptacle  of  natural 
impressions.     Locke  admits  the  real  geneiulity  of  mathe- 
matical truths,  but  does  not  face  its  consequences.     Hume, 
seeing  the  difficulty,  will  not  admit  the  real  generality.    The 
modern  Logic,  founded  on  Locke,  believing  in  the  possibility 
of  propositions  at  once  real  and  general  concerning  nature. 
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does  not  see  the  difficulty  at  all.  It  reckons  mathematical 
to  be  the  same  in  kind  with  natural  knowledge,  each  alike 
being  real  notwithstanding  its  generality;  not  aware  that 
by  so  doing,  instead  of  getting  rid,  as  it  fancies,  of  the  origi- 
native function  of  thought  in  respect  of  mathematical  know- 
ledge, it  only  necessitates  the  supposition  of  its  being 
originative  in  respect  of  the  knowledge  of  nature  as 
well. 

121.  It  may  find  some  excuse  for  itself  in  the  hesitation  Ambiguity 
with   which   Locke  pronounces    the    impossibility  of   real  «"»*<>  real 
generality  in  the  knowledge  of  nature — an  hesitation  which  causes liko 
necessarily  results  from  the  ambiguities,  already  noticed,  in  ambiguity 
his  doctrine  of  real  and  nominal  essence.     So  far  as  the  oppo-  gcieuce  of 
sition  between  the  nominal  and  real  essences  of  substances  natnie. 
is  maintained  in  its  absoluteness,  as  that  between  every 
possible  collection  of  ideas  on  the  one  side,  and  something 
wholly  apart  from  thought  on  the  other,  this  iippossibility 
follows  of  necessity.    But  so  far  as  the  notion  is  admitted  of 
the  nominal  essence  being  in  some  way,  however  inadequately, 
representative  of  the  real,  there  is  an  opening,  however  inde- 
finite, for  general  propositions  concerning  the  latter.     On 
the  one  han?  we  have  the  express  statement  that  ^  universal 
propositions,  of  whose  truth  and   falsehood   wo  can  have 
certain  knowledge,  concern  not  existence*  (Book  iv.  chap, 
ix.  sec.  1).     They  are  founded  only  on  the  *  relations  and 
habitudes  of  abstract  ideas'  (Book  iv.  chap  xii.  sec.  7);  and 
since  it  is  the  proper  operation  of  the  mind  in  abstraction 
to  consider  an  idea  under  no  other  existence  but  what  it  has 
in  the  understanding,  they  represent  no  knowledge  of  real 
existence  at  all  (Book  iv.  chap.  ix.  sec.  1).     Here  Locke  is 
consistently  following  his  doctrine  that  the  *  particularity  in 
time,'  of  which  abstraction  is  made  when  we  consider  ideas 
as  m  the  understanding,  is  what  specially  distinguishes  the 
real ;  which  thus  can  only  be  represented  by  *  actually  present 
sensation.'    It  properly  results  from  this  doctrine  that  the  pro- 
position representing  particular  experiment  and  observation 
is  only  true  of  real  existence  so  long  as  the  sensation,  in  which 
the  experiment  consists,  continues  present.     Not  only  is  the 
possibility  excluded  of  such  experiment  yielding  a  certainty 
which  shall  be  general  as  well  as  real,  but  the  particular  pro- 
position itself  can  only  be  really  true  so  far  as  the  qualities, 
whose  co-existence  it  asserts,  are  present  sepsation^.     The  for- 
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mer  of  these  limitations  to  real  truth  we  find  Locke  generally 
recognising,  and  consequently  suspecting  a  science  of  nature 
to  be  impossible ;  but  tiie  latter,  which  would  be  fatal  to  the 
supposition  of  there  being  a  real  nature  at  all,  even  when  he 
carries  furthest  the  reduction  of  reality  to  present  feeling,  he 
virtually  ignores.  On  the  other  hand,  there  keeps  appearing 
the  notion  that,  inasmuch  as  the  combination  of  ideas  which 
make  up  the  nominal  essence  of  a  substance  is  taken  from  a 
combination  in  nature  or  reality,  whenever  the  connexion 
between  any  of  these  is  necessary,  it  warrants  a  proposition 
universally  true  in  virtue  of  the  necessary  connexion  between 
the  ideas,  and  really  true  in  virtue  of  the  ideas  being  taken 
fi^m  reality.  According  to  this  notion,  though  *the  certainty 
of  universal  propositions  concerning  substances  is  very  narrow 
and  scanty,'  it  is  yet  possible  (Book  iv.  chap.  vi.  sec.  18).  It 
is  not  recognised  as  involving  that  contradiction  which  it  must 
involve  if  the  antithesis  between  reality  and  ideas  in  the  mind 
is  absolutely  adhered  to.  Nay,  inasmuch  as  certain  ideas  of 
primary  qualities,  e.gr.  those  of  solidity  and  of  the  receiving  or 
communicating  motion  upon  impulse,are  necessarilyconnected^ 
it  is  supposed  actually  to  exist  (Book  iv.  chap  iii.^ec.  14)  •  It  is 
only  because,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  our  knowledge  of  the  relation 
between  secondary  qualities  and  primary  is  so  limited  that  it 
cannot  be  carried  further.  That  they  are  related  as  effects  and 
causes,  it  would  seem,  we  know ;  and  that  the  *  causes  work 
steadily,  and  effects  constantly  flow  from  them,'  we  know  also ; 
but  *  their  connexions  and  dependencies  are  not  discoverable 
in  our  ideas'  (Book  iv.  chap.  iii.  sec.  29).  That,  if  discoverable 
in  our  ideas,  just  because  there  discovered,  the  connexion 
would  not  be  a  real  co-existence,  Locke  never  expressly  says. 
He  does  not  so  clearly  articulate  the  antithesis  between  rela- 
tions of  ideas  and  matters  of  fact.  If  he  had  done  so,  he  must 
also  have  excluded  from  real  existence  those  abstract  ideas  of 
body  which  constitute  the  scanty  knowledge  of  it  that  accor- 
ding to  him  we  do  possess  (Book  iv.  chap.  iii.  sec.  24).  He  is 
more  disposed  to  sigh  for  discoveries  that  would  make  physics 
capable  of  the  same  general  certainty  as  mathematics,  than 
to  purge  the  former  of  those  mathematical  propositions — 
really  true  only  because  having  no  reference  to  reality — which 
to  him  formed  the  only  scientific  element  in  them. 

122.  The  ambiguity  of  his  position  will  become  clearer  if 
we  resort  to  his  favourite  *  instances  in  gold.'     The  proposi- 
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tion,  'all  gold  is  soluble  in  aqua  regia,'  is  certainly  true,  if  affoid,ac- 
such  solubility  is  included  in  the  complex  idea  which  the  ^S^*^ 
word  '  gold '  stands  for,  and  if  such  inclusion  is  all  that  the 
proposition  purports  to  state.  It  is  equally  certain  and 
equally  trifling  with  the  proposition,  'a  centaur  is  four-footed.^ 
But,  in  fact,  as  a  proposition  concerning  substance,  it  pur- 
ports to  state  more  than  this,  viz.  that  a  'body  whose 
complex  idea  is  made  up  of  yeUow,  very  weighty,  ductile, 
fusible,  and  fixed,'  is  always  soluble  in  aqua  regia.  In  other 
words,  it  states  the  invariable  co-existence  in  a  body  of  the 
complex  idea,  *  solubility  in  aqua  regia,*  with  the  group  of 
ideas  indicated  by  '  gold/  Thus  understood — as  instructive 
or  synthetical — it  has  not  the  certaintj  wliich  would  belong 
to  it  if  it  were  *  trifling,'  or  analytical,  *  since  we  can  never, 
from  the  consideration  of  the  ideas  themselves,  with  certainty 
affirm'  their  co-existence  (Book  iv.  chap.  vi.  sec  9).  If  we 
see  the  solution  actually  going  on,  or  can  recall  the  sight  of 
it  by  memory,  we  can  aflirm  its  co-existence  with  the  ideas 
in  question  in  that '  bare  instance ;'  and  thus,  on  the  principle 
that  'whatever  ideas  have  once  been  united  in  nature  maybe 
so  united  again '  (Book  iv.  chap.  iv.  sec.  12),  infer  a  capacity 
of  co-existence  between  the  ideas,  but  that  is  all.  '  Con- 
stant observation  may  assist  our  judgments  in  guessing'  an 
invariable  actual  co-existence  (Book  iv.  chap.  viii.  sec.  9) ; 
but  beyond  guessing  we  cannot  get.  K  our  instructive 
proposition  concerning  co-existence  is  to  be  general  it 
must  remain  problematical.  It  is  otherwise  with  mathe- 
matical propositions.  '  If  the  three  angles  of  a  triangle  were 
once  equal  to  two  right  angles,  it  is  certain  that  they  always 
will  be  so ;'  but  only  because  such  a  proposition  concerns 
merely  '  the  habitudes  and  relations  of  ideas.'  '  If  the  per- 
ception that  the  same  ideas  will  eternally  have  the  same 
habitudes  and  relations  be  not  a  sufficient  ground  of  know- 
ledge, there  could  be  no  knowledge  of  general  propositions  in 
mathematics ;  for  no  mathematical  demonstration  could  bo 
other  than  particular :  and  when  a  man  had  demonstrated 
any  proposition  concerning  one  triangle  and  circle,  his  know- 
ledge would  not  reach  beyond  that  particular  diagram'  (Book 
IV.  chap.  i.  sec.  9). 

123.  To  a  reader,  fresh  from  our  popular  treatises  on  Logic,  Not  tiio 
such  language  would  probably  at  first  present  no  difficulty.  ^^^T^^^y 
He  would  merely  lament  that  Locke,  as  a  successor  of  Bacon,  now  sup 
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posed  to  be  was  not  better  acquainted  with  the  *  Inductive  methods,'  and 
duction!^'    ^^^^  ^^^  °^^  understand  how  an  observation  of  co-existence 
in  the  bare  instance,  if  the  instance  be  of  the  right  sort,  may 
warrant  a  universal  affirmation.     Or  he  may  take  the  other 
side,  and  regard  Locke's  restriction  upon  general  certainty  as 
conveying,  not  any  doubt  as  to  the  validity  of  the  inference 
from  an  observed  case  to  all  cases  where  the  conditions  are 
ascertainably  the  same,  but  a  true  sense  of  the  difficulty  of 
ascertaining  in  any  other  case  that  the  conditions  are  the 
same.     On  looking  closer,  however,  he  will  see  that,  so  far 
from  Locke's  doctrine  legitimately  allowing  of  such  an  adap- 
tation to  the  exigencies  of  science,  it  is  inconsistent  with 
itself  in  admitting  the  reality  of  most  of  the  conditions  in  the 
case  supposed  to  be  observed,  and  thus  in  allowing  the  real 
truth  even  of  the  singular  proposition.     This  purports  to 
state,  according  to  Locke's  terminology,  that  certain  ideas' 
do  now  or  did  onco  co-exist  in  a  body.     But  the  ideas,  thus 
stated  to  co-exist,  according  to  Locke's  doctrine  that  real 
existence  is  only  testified  to  by  actual  present  sensation,  differ 
from  each  other  as  that  which  really  exists  from  that  which 
Yet  more     does  not.     In  the  particular  experiment  of  gold  being  solved 
than  Locke  in  aqua  regia,  from  the  complex  idea  of  solubility  an  inde- 
tltledTo      finite  deduction  would  have  to  be  made  for  qualification  by 
Kuppose  it    ideas  retained  in  the  understanding  before  we  could  reach 
cou    gire.    ^^  present  sensation ;  and  not  only  so,  but  the  group  of 
ideas  indicated  by  *  gold,'  to  whose  co-existence  with  solu- 
bility the  experiment  is  said  to  testify,  as  Locke  himself  saj's, 
,  form  merely  a  nominal  essence,  while  the  body  to  which  we 
I  a£(cribe  this  essence  is  something  which  we  *  accustom  our- 
.  selves  to  suppose,'  not  any  *  parcel  of  matter '  having  a  real 
;  existence  in  nature.'     In  asserting  the  co-existence  of  the 
I  ideas  forming  such  a  nominal  essence  with  the  actual  ^nsa- 

•  tion  supposed  to  be  given  in  the  experiment,  we  change  the 
meaning  of  *  existence,'  between  the  beginning  and  end  of 
the  assertion,  from  that  according  to  which  all  ideas  exist  to 

(   that  accoi^ing  to  which  existence  has  no  *  connexion  with  any 

•  other  of  our  ideas  but  those  of  ourselves  and  God,'  but  is  tes- 
tified to  by  present  sensation.^  This  parologism  escapes  Locke 
just  as  his  equivocal  use  of  the  term  ^  idea '  escapes  him.  The 
distinction,  fixed  in  Hume's  terminology  as  that  between  im- 

'  See  above,  paragraphs  35,  94,  &c. 

'  Sw  above,  paragraph  30  and  the  following. 
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pressioD  and  idea,  forces  itself  upon  him,  as  we  have  seen,  in 
the  Fourth  book  of  the  Essay,  where  the  whole  doctrine  of 
real  existence  turns  upon  it,  but  alongside  of  it  survives  the 
notion  that  ideas,  though  'in  the  mind'  aud  forming  a 
nominal  essence,  are  yet,  if  rightly  taken  from  things,  ectypes 
of  reality.  Thus  he  does  not  see  that  the  co-existence  of 
ideas,  to  which  the  particular  experiment,  as  he  describes  it, 
testi6es,  is  nothing  else  than  the  co-existence  of  an  event 
with  a  conception — of  that  which  is  in  a  particular  time,  and 
(according  to  him)  only  for  that  reason  real,  with  that  which 
is  not  in  time  at  all  but  is  an  unreal  abstraction  of  the  mind's 
making.^  The  reality  given  in  the  actual  sensation  cannot, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  be  discovered  to  have  a  necessary  con- 
nexion with  the  ideas  that  form  the  nominal  essence,  and 
therefore  cannot  be  asserted  universally  to  co-exist  with 
them ;  but  with  better  faculties,  he  thinks,  the  discovery 
might  be  made  (Book  iv*  chap.  iii.  sec.  16).  It  does  not  to 
him  imply  such  a  contradiction  as  it  must  have  done  if  he 
had  steadily  kept  in  view  his  doctrine  that  of  particular  {i.e. 
real)  existence  our  *  knowledge '  is  not  properly  knowledge  at 
all,  but  simply  sensation — such  a  contradiction  as  was  to 
Hume  involved  in  the  notion  of  deducing  a  matter  of  fact. 

124.  It  results  that  those  followers  of  Locke,  who  hold  the  With 
distinction  between  propositions  of  mathematical  certainty  ^^^  ma- 
and  those  concerning  real  existence  to  be  one  rather  of  degree  truths, 
than  of  kind,  though  they  have  the  express  words  of  their  though 
master  against  them,  can  find  much  in  his  way  of  thinking  Jago  of"*^ 
on  their  side.     This,  however,  does  not  mean  that  he  in  any  nature. 
case  drops  the  antithesis  between  matters  of  fact  and  rela- 
tions of  ideas  in  favour  of  matters  of  fact,  so  as  to  admit  that 
mathematical  propositions  concern  matters  of  fact,  but  that  he 
sometimes  drops  it  in  favour  of  relations  of  ideas,  so  as  to  re- 
present real  existence  a^  consisting  in  such  relations.     If  the 
matter  of  fact,  or  real  existence,  is  to  be  found  only  in  the 
event  constituted  or  reported  by  present  feeling,  such  a  re- 
lation of  ideas,  by  no  manner  of  means  reducible  to  an  event, 
as  the  mathematical  proposition  states,  can  have  no  sort  of 
connection  with  it.     But  if  real  existence  is  such  that  the 
relations  of  ideas,  called  primary  qualities  of  matter,  consti- 
tute it,  and  the  qualities  included  in  our  nominal  essences  are 

>  See  above,  poragzaphs  45,  80, 86, 97. 
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its  copies  or  effects^  then,  as  on  the  one  side  our  complex 
ideas  of  substances  only  fail  of  reality  through  want  of  ful- 
ness, or  through  mistakes  in  the  process  by  which  they  are 
'■  taken  from  things/  so,  on  the  other  side,  the  mental  truth 
of  mathematical  propositions  need  only  fail  to  be  real  because 
the  ideas,  whose  relations  they  state,  are  considered  in  ab- 
straction from  conditions  which  qualify  them  in  real  exist- 
ence. ^  If  it  is  true  of  the  idea  of  a  triangle  that  its  three 
angles  equal  two  right  ones,  it  is  true  also  of  a  triangle^ 
wherever  it  really  exists  "  (Book  iv.  chap.  iv.  sec.  6).  There 
is,  then,  no  incompatibility  between  the  idea  and  real  exist- 
ence. Mathematical  ideas  might  fairly  be  reckoned,  like 
those  of  substances,  to  be  taken  from  real  existence;  but 
though,  like  these,  inadequate  to  its  complexity,  to  be  saved 
from  the  necessary  infirmities  which  attach  to  ideas  of  sub- 
stances because  not  considered  as  so  taken,  but  merely  as  in 
the  mind.  There  is  language  about  mathematics  in  Locke 
J  that  may  be  interpreted  in  this  direction,  though  his  most 
explicit  statements  are  on  the  other  side.  It  is  not  our 
business  to  adjust  them,  but  merely  to  point  out  the  op- 
posite tendencies  between  which  a  clear-sighted  operator 
on  the  material  given  by  Locke  would  find  that  he  had  to 
choose. 
Two  lines  125.  On  the  one  hand  there  is  the  identification  of  real 
?f  ^^^^^  existence  with  the  momentary  sensible  event.  This  view,  of 
between  *  which  the  proper  result  is  the  exclusion  of  predication  con- 
which  a  ceming  real  existence  altogether,  appears  in  Locke's  restric- 
would  have  *ion  of  such  predication  to  the  singular  proposition,  and  in 
to  chose,  his  converse  assertion  that  propositions  of  mathematical  cer- 
tainty '  concern  not  existence '  (Book  iv.  chap.iv.sec.  8).  The 
embarrassment  resulting  from  such  a  doctrine  is  that  it  leads 
round  to  the  admission  of  the  originativeness  of  thought  and 
of  the  reality  of  its  originations,  with  the  denial  of  which  it 
starts.^  It  leads  Locke  himself  along  a  track,  which  his  later 
followers  scarcely  seem  to  have  noticed,  when  he  treats  the 
*  never  enough  to  be  admired  discoveries  of  Mr.  Newton '  as 
having  to  do  merely  with  the  relations  of  ideas  in  distinction 
from  things,  and  looks  for  a  true  extension  of  knowledge — 
neither  in  syllogism  which  can  yield  no  instructive,  nor  in 
experiment  which  can  yield  no  general,  certainty — but  only 
in  a  further  process  of  *  singling  out  and  laying  in  order  in- 

>  See  aboye,  paragraph  11 7»  sub.  fin. 
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termediate  ideas/  which  are  ^  real  as  well  as  nominal  essences 
of  their  species,*  because  they  have  no  reference  to  archetypes 
elsewhere  than  in  the  mind  (Boos  iv.  chap.  yii.  sec.  11,  and 
Book  iv.  chap.  xii.  sec.  7).     On  the  other  hand  there  is  the 
notion  that  ideas,  without  distinction  between '  actual  sensa- 
tion' and  'idea  in  the  mind/  are  taken  from  permanent 
things,  and  are  real  if  correctly  so  taken.   From  this  it  results 
that  propositions,  uniyersally  true  as  representing  a  necessaiy 
relation  between  ideas  of  primary  qualities,  are  true  also  of 
real  existence ;  tod  that  an  extension  of  such  real  certainty 
through  the  discoyery  of  a  necessary  connexion  between  ideas 
of  primary  and  those  of  secondary  qualities,  though  scarcely 
to  be  hoped  for,  has  no  inherent  impossibility.     It  is  this 
notion,  again,  that  unwittingly  giyes  even  that  limited  signi- 
ficance to  the  particular  experiment  which  Locke  assigns 
to  it,  as  indicating  a  co-existence  between  ideas  present  as 
sensations  and  those  which  can  only  be  regarded  as  in  the 
mind.    Nor  is  it  the  intrinsic  import  so  much  as  the  expres- 
sion of  this  notion  that  is  altered  when  Locke  substitutes  an 
order  of  nature  for  substance  as  that  in  which  the  ideas  co- 
exist.  In  his  Fourth  Book  he  so  far  departs  from  the  doctrine 
implied  in  his  chapters  on  the  reality  and  adequacy  of  ideas 
and  on  the  names  of  substances,  as  to  treat  the  notion  of 
several  single  subjects  in  which  ideas  co-exist  (which  he  still 
holds  to  be  the  proper  notion  of  substances),  as  a  fiction  of 
thought.   There  are  no  such  single  subjects.   What  we  deem 
so  are  really  *  retainers  to  other  parts  of  nature.*    '  Their  ob- 
seryable  qualities,  actions,  and  powers  are  owing  to  something 
without  them ;  and  there  is  not  so  complete  and  perfect  a 
part  that  we  know  of  nature,  which  does  not  owe  the  being 
it  has,  and  the  excellencies  of  it,  to  its  neighbours '  (Book  iv. 
chap.  yi.  sec.  11).  As  thus  conceiyed  of,  the  'objective  order* 
which  our  experience  represents  is  doubtless  other  than  that 
collection  of  fixed  separate  '  things,*  implied  in  the  language 
about  substances  which  Locke  found  in  yogue,  but  it  remains 
an  objectiye  order  still — an  order  of '  qualities,  actions,  and 
powers  *  which  no  multitude  of  sensible  events  coulJ  consti- 
tute, but  apart  from  which  no  sensible  eyent  could  have  such 
significance  as  to  render  even  a  singular  proposition  of  real 
truth  possible. 

1 26.  It  remains  to  inquire  how,  with  Locke,  the  ideas  of  Jj^^Jri^e 
self  and  God  escape  subjection  to  those  solvents  of  reality  of  Ood  and 
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wbicb,  with  more  or  less  of  consistency  and  consciousness,  he 
applied  to  the  conceptions  on  which  the  science  of  nature 
rests.  Such  an  enquiry  forms  the  natural  transition  to  the 
next  stage  in  the  history  of  his  philosophy.  It  was  Berkeley's 
practical  interest  in  these  ideas  that  held  him  back  from  a 
development  of  his  master's  principles,  in  which  he  would 
have  anticipated  Hume,  and  finally  brought  him  to  attach 
that  other  meaning  to  the  *  new  way  of  ideas '  faintly  adum- 
brated in  the  later  sections  of  his  ^Siris,'  which  gives  to 
Season  the  functions  that  Locke  had  assigned  to  Sense. 

127.  The  dominant  notion  of  the  self  in  Locke  is  that  of 
the  inward  substance,  or  ^  substratum  of  ideas,'  co-ordinate 
with  the  outward,  *  wherein  they  do  subsist,  and  from  which 
they  do  result.'  ^  Sensation  convinces  that  there  are  solid 
extended  substances,  and  reflection  that  there  are  thinking 
ones'  (Book  ii«  chap,  xxiii.  sec.  29).  We  have  already  seen 
how,  without  disturbance  from  his  doctrine  of  the  fictitious- 
ness  of  universals,  he  treats  the  simple  idea  as  candying  with  it 
the  distinction  of  outward  and  inward,  or  relations  severally 
to  a  '  thing'  and  to  a  *  mind.'  It  reports  itself  ambiguously 
as  a  quality  of  each  of  these  separate  substances.  It  is  now, 
or  was  to  begin  with,  the  result  of  an  outward  thing  ^actually 
operating  upon  us ;'  for  *  of  simple  ideas  the  mind  cannot 
make  one  to  itself:'  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  a  *  perception,' 
and  perception  is  an  *  operation  of  the  mind.'  In  other  words 
it  is  at  once  a  modification  of  the  mind  by  something  of 
which  it  is  consciously  not  conscious,  and  a  modification  of 
the  mind  by  itself — the  two  sources  of  one  and  the  same 
modification  being  each  determined  only  as  the  contradictory 
of  the  other.  Thus,  when  we  come  to  probe  the  familiar 
metaphors  under  which  Locke  describes  Eeflection,  as  a  *foun- 
tain  of  ideas'  other  than  sensation,  we  find  that  the  confusions 
which  we  have  already  explored  in  dealing  with  the  ideas  of 
sensation  recur  under  added  circumstances  of  embarrassment. 
Not  only  does  the  simple  idea  of  reflection,  like  that  of  sen- 
sation, turn  out  to  be  already  complicated  in  its  simplicity 
with  the  superinduced  ideas  of  cause  and  relation,  but  the 
causal  substance  in  question  turns  out  to  be  one  which,  from 
being  actually  nothing,  becomes  something  by  acting  upon 
itself;  while  all  the  time  the  result  of  this  action  is  indistin- 
guishable from  that  ascribed  to  the  opposite,  the  external, 
cause. 
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128.  To  a  reader  to  whom  Locke's  language  has  always  of  which 
seemed  to  be — as  indeed  it  is — simply  that  of  common  sense  p^^s^^"*^® 
and  life,  in  writing  the  above  we  shaJI  seem  to  be  creating  a  [ion  the 
difficulty  where  none  is  to  be  found*  Let  us  turn,  then^  to  ©flfect? 
one  of  the  less  prolix  passages,  in  which  the  distinction 
between  the  two  sources  of  ideas  is  expressed :  ^  External 
objects  fnmish  the  mind  with  the  ideas  of  sensible  qualities, 
which  are  all  those  different  perceptions  they  produce  in  us ; 
and  the  mind  furnishes  the  understanding  vnth  ideas  of  its 
own  operations'  (Book  ii.  chap.  i.  sec.  5).  We  have  seen 
already  that  with  Locke  perception  and  idea  are  equivalent 
terms.  It  only  needs  further  to  be  pointed  out  that  no  dis- 
tinction can  be  maintained  between  his  usage  of '  mind '  and 
of '  understanding/ '  and  that  the  simple  ideas  of  the  mind's 
own  operations  are  those  of  perception  and  power,  which  must 
be  given  in  and  with  every  idea  of  a  sensible  quality.^  Avoiding 
synonyms,  then,  and  recalling  the  results  of  our  examination 
of  the  terms  involved  in  the  first  clause  of  the  passage 
before  us,  we  may  re-write  the  whole  thus :  "  Creations  of 
the  mind,  which  yet  are  external  to  it,  produce  in  it  those 
perceptions  of  their  qualities  which  they  do  produce ;  and  the 
mind  produces  in  itself  the  perception  of  these,  its  own,  per- 
ceptions.' 

129.  This  attempt  to  present  Locke's  doctrine  of  the  rela-  That  which 
tion  between  the  mind  and  the  world,  as  it  would  be  without  ^^^^  ^^ 
phraseological  disguises,  must  not  be  ascribed  to  any  polemi-  sabstantiA- 
cal  interest  in  making  a  great  writer  seem  to  talk  nonsense,  ^"^"i**'' 
The  greatest  writer  must  fall  into  confusions  when  he  brings  i  substance. 
under  the  conceptions  of  cause  and  substance  the  self-con- 1 
scions  thought  which  is  their  source ;  and  nothing  else  than  | 
this  is  involved  in  Locke's  avowed  enterprise  of  knowing  that 
which  renders  knowledge  possible  as  he  might   know  any 
other  object.     The  enterprise  naturally  falls  into  two  parts, 
corresponding  to  that  distinction  of  subject  and  object  which 
self-consciousness  involves.     Hitherto  we  have  been  dealing 
with  it  on  the  objective  side — with  the  attempt  to  know 
knowledge  as  a  result  of  experience  received  through  the 
senses — and  have  found  the  supposed   source  of  thought  ,««• 
already  charged  with  its  creations ;  with  the  relations  of  inner 

>  As  beooxnos  appaient  on  examina-  .    sec.  1,  sub.  fin. ;  and  Book  ii.  chap.  i. 
tion  of  such  possages,  as  Book  ii.chap.  i.       sec.  23. 

'  Seo  above,  paragraphs  11,  12,  16 
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and  outer,  of  substance  and  attribute,  of  cause  and  effect,  of 
appearance  and  reality.    The  supposed  *  outward  *  turns  out 
to  have  its  outwardness  constituted  by  thought,  and  thus  to 
be  inward.    The  *  outer  sense '  is  only  an  outer  sense  at  all 
so  far  as  feelings,  by  themselves  neither  outward  nor  inward, 
are  by  the  mind  referred  to  a  thing  or  cause  which  *  the  mind 
supposes;'  and  only  thus  have  its  reports  a  prerogative  of 
reality  over  the  ^  fantasies,'  supposed  merely  of  the  mind. 
Meanwhile,  unable  to  ignore  the  subjective  side  of  self- 
consciousness,  Locke  has  to  put  an  inward  experience  as  a 
separate,  but  co-ordinate,  source  of  knowledge  alongside  of 
the  outer.  But  this  inward  experience,  simply  as  a  succession 
of  feelings,  does  not  differ  from  the  outer :  it  only  so  differs 
as  referred  to  that  very  ^  thinking  thing,'  called  the  mind, 
which  by  rts^sujgposition^f  CAU^|J^i|ubstence  hM 
feelingTnto  an  experience  of  an  outer  thing.     *  Mind '  thus, 
by  the  relations  which  it  *  invents,'  constitutes  both  the  inner 
and  outer,  and  yet  is  treated  as  itself  the  inner  '  substratum 
which  it  accustoms  itself  to  suppose.'     It  thus  becomes  the 
creature  of  its  own  suppositions.    Nor  is  this  all.    This, 
indeed,  is  no  more  than  the  fate  which  it  must  suffer  at  the 
hands  of  every  philosopher  who,  in  Kantian  language,  brings 
the  source  of  the  Categories  under  the  Categories.   But  witii 
/  Locke  the  constitution  of  the  outer  world  by  mental  suppo- 
\  sition,  however  uniformly  implied,  is  always  ignored ;  and 
I  thus  mind,  as  the  inward  substance,  is  not  only  the  creature 
of  its  own  suppositions,  but  stands  over  against  a  real  exis- 
tence, of  which  the  reality  is  held  to  consist  just  in  its  being 
i  the  opposite  of  all  such  suppositions :   while,  after  all,  the 
'  effect  of  these  mutually  exclusive  causes  is  one  and  the  same 
experience,  one  and  the  same  system  of  sequent  and  co* 
existent  ideas. 
To  get  rid        130.  Is  it  then  a  case  of  ^'oin^-effect  ?    Do  the  outer  and 
of  the  inner  j^j^gj.  gubstances  Combine,  like  mechanical  forces,  to  produce 
ideas  in       the  psychical  result  ?    Against  such  a  supposition  a  follower 
fr^^^     of  Locke  would  find  not  only  the  language  of  his  master, 
wonld  be     with  whom  perception  appears  indifferently  as  the  result  of 
fjiige  to       ^Q  outer  or  inner  cause,  but  the  inherent  impossibility  of 
analysing  the  effect  into  separate  elements.    The  *  Law  of 
Parcimony,'  then,  will  dictate  to  him  that  one  or  other  of  the 
causes  must  be  dispensed  with ;  nor,  so  long  as  he  takes 
Locke's   identification  of   the  outward  with  the  real  for 
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granted,  will  he  have  much  doubt  as  to  which  of  the  two  must 
go.  To  get  rid  of  the  causality  of  mind,  however,  though  it 
might  not  be  untrue  to  the  tendency  of  Locke,  would  be 
to  lose  sight  of  his  essential  merit  as  a  formulator  of  what 
everyone  thinks,  which  is  that,  at  whatever  cost  of  confusion 
or  contradiction,  he  at  least  formulates  it  fully.     In  him  the 

*  Dialectic,'  which  popular  belief  implicitly  involves,  goes  on 
under  our  eyes.  If  the  primacy  of  self-conscious  thought  is 
never  recognized,  if  it  remains  the  victim  of  its  own  misun- 
derstood creations,  there  is  at  least  no  attempt  to  disguise  the 
unrest  which  attaches  to  it  in  this  self-imposed  subjection.       > 

131.  We  have  already  noticed  how  the  inner  'tablet,'  on/fhemind, 
which  the  outer  thing  is  supposed  to  act,  is  with  Locke  per-  ^^^^ 
petually  receding.*   It  is  first  the  brain,  to  which  the  *  motion  poses^o^" 
of  the  outward  parts '  must  be  continued  in  order  to  consti-  matter, 
tute  sensation  (Book  ii.  chap.  ix.  sec.  3).    Then  perception  RuT^h^ft. 
is  distinguished  from  sensation,  and  the  brain  itself,  as  the  ing. 
subject  of  sensation,  becomes  the  outward  in  contrast  with  the 
understanding  as  the  subject  of  perception.^  Then  perception, 
from  being  simply  a  reception,  is  converted  into  an  *  opera- 
tion,' and  thus  into  an  efficient  of  ideas.    The  '  understand- 
ing '  itself,  as  perceptive,  is  now  the  outward  which  makes 
on  the  '  mind,'  as  the  inner  '  tablet,'  that  impression  of  its 
own  operation  in   perception  which   is   called  an  idea  of 
reflection.'    Nor  does  the  regressive  process — the  process  of 
finding  a  mind  within  the  mind — stop  here,  though  the  dis- 
tinction of  inner  and  outer  is  not  any  further  so  explicitly 
employed  in  it.     From  mind,  as  receptive  of,  and  operative 
about,  ideas,  i.  e.  consciousness,  is  distinguished  mind  as  the 
'  substance  within  us '  of  which  consciousness  is  an  ^  opera- 
tion '  that  it  sometimes  exercises,  sometimes  (e.  g.  when  it 
sleeps)  does  not  (Book  ii.  chap.  i.  sees.  10-12) ;  and  from 
this  thinking  substance  again  is  distinguished  the  man  who 
^  finds  it  in  himself'  and  carries  it  about  with  him  in  a  coach 
or  on  horseback  (Book  ii.  chap,  xxiii.  sec.  20) — the  person, 

*  consisting  of  soul  and  body,'  who  is  prono  to  sleep  and  in 
sound  sleep  is  unconscious,   but  whose  personal  identity 

>  See  above,  paragraph  14.  mind  improfising  the  anderBtnTidiDg,  and 

«  Book  II.,  chap.  i.  sec.  23.     *Soii8a-  of  the  understanding  impressing  the 

tion  18  such  an  impression  made  in  some  mind,  with  ideas  of  reflection,  but  as  ho 

part  of  the  body,  as  produces  some  per-  specially  defines  '  understanding'  as  the 

ception  in  the  understanding.*  'perceptive  power*  (Book  ii.  chap.  21, 

*  Locke  speaks  indifferently  of  the  sec.  25.),  I  have  written  as  above. 
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strangely  consists  in  sameness  of  consciousness,  sameness  of 
an  occasional  operation  of  part  of  himself.* 
Two  ways  132.  In  the  history  of  subsequent  philosophy  two  typical 
d^ffi^^it?^^  methods  have  appeared  of  dealing  with  this  chaos  of  anti- 
nomies. One,  which  we  shall  have  to  treat  at  large  in 
writing  of  Hume,  affects  to  dispose  of  both  the  outward  and  the 
inward  synthesis — both  of  the  unity  of  feelings  in  a  subject 
matter  and  of  their  unity  in  a  subject  mind — as  '  fictions  of 
thought.'  Tliis  method  at  once  suggests  the  vital  ques- 
tion whether  a  mind  which  thus  invents  has  been  effectively 
suppressed — whether,  indeed,  the  theory  can  be  so  much  as 
stated  without  a  covert  assumption  of  that  which  it  claims 
to  have  destroyed.  The  other  method,  of  which  Kant  is  the 
parent,  does  not  attempt  to  efface  the  apparent  contradic  - 
tions  which  beset  the  '  relation  between  mind  and  matter ; ' 
but  regarding  them  as  in  a  certain  sense  inevitable,  traces 
them  to  their  source  in  the  application  to  the  thinking  Ego 
itself  of  conceptions,  which  it  does  indeed  constitute  in  virtue 
of  its  presence  to  phenomena  given  under  conditions  of  time, 
but  under  which  for  that  very  reason  it  cannot'  itself  be 
known.  It  is  in  virtue  of  the  presence  of  the  self-conscious 
unit  to  the  manifold  of  feeling,  according  to  this  doctrine, 
that  the  latter  becomes  an  order  of  definite  things,  each  ex- 
ternal to  the  other ;  and  it  is  only  by  a  false  inclusion  within 
this  oriler  of  that  which  constitutes  it  that  the  Ego  itself 
becomes  a  ^  thinking  thing '  with  other  things  outside  it.  The 
result  of  such  inclusion  is  that  the  real  world,  which  it  in 
the  proper  sense  makes,  becomes  a  reality  external  to  it,  yet 
apart  from  which  it  would  not  be  actually  anything.  Thi^s 
with  Locke,  though  the  mind  has  a  potential  existence  of  its 
own,  it  is  experience  of  *  things  without  it'  that  'furnishes'  it 
or  makes  it  what  it  actually  is.  But  the  relation  of  such 
outer  things  to  the  mind  cannot  be  spoken  of  without  con- 
tradiction. If  supposed  outward  as  bodies,  they  have  to  be 
brought  within  consciousness  as  objects  of  sensation  ;  if  suji- 
posed  outward  as  sensation,  they  have  to  be  brought  within 
consciousness — to  find  a  home  in  the  understanding — as  ideas 
of  sensation.  Meanwhile  the  consideration  retums  that  after 

'  Of.  II.  chap.  i.  sees.  11  and  14,  with  of  consciousness,  with  the  doctrine  im- 

II.  chap.  zxTii.  sec.  9.    It  is  difficult  plied  in  Book  ii.  chap.  i.  sec.  11,  that 

to  see  what  ingenuity  could  reconcile  the  the  waking  Socrates  is  the  same  person 

doctrine  stated  in  Book  ii.  chap,  xxvii.  with  Socrates  asleep,  i,e.  (according  to 

sec.  9,  that  personal  identity  is  identity  Ix)cke)  not  conscious  at  all. 
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all  the  *  thinkinsT  thinff  *  contributes  some thiufr  to  that  which  'Matter' 
it  thinks  aboat ;  and,  this  once  admitted,  it  is  as  impossible  ^^e^"^ 
to  limit  its  work  on  one  side  as  that  of  the  outer  thing  on  same 
the  other.    Each  usurps  the  place  of  its  opposite.   Thus  with  \^JJ^n" 
Locke  the  understanding  produces  effects  on  itself,  but  the  Wiousness. 
product  is  one  and  the  same  '  perception '  otherwise  treated  \ 
as  an  effect  of  the  outer  world.    One  and  the  same  self-con-  \ 
sciousness,  in  short,'  inyolving  the  correlation  of  subject  and   l 
object,  becomes  the  result  of  two  separate  'things,'  each 
exclusive  of  the  other,  into  which  the  opposite  poles  of  this 
relation  have  been  converted — ^the  extended  thing  or  '  body  * 
on  the  one  side,  and  the  thinking  thing  or  *  mind  '  on  the    j 
other.  ; 

133.  To  each  of  these  supposed  '  things '  thought  transfers  Difficuitios 
its  own  unity  and self-containedness,  and  thereupon  finds  itself  "i  ^®  T.'^^ 
m  new  difficulties.   These,  so  far  as  they  concern  the  outward  ing  reality 
thing,  have  already  been  sufficiently  noticed.     We  have  seen  ^  '^^ 
how  the  single  self-contained  thing  on  the  one  hand  attenu-  matter,  r«>- 
ates  itself  to  the  bare  atom,  presented  in  a  moment  of  time,  appear  in 
^hich  in  its  exclusiveness  is  actually  nothing  :*  how,  on  the  ^Jance 
other,  it  spreads  itself,  as  everything  which  for  one  moment  as  mind, 
^e  regard  as  independent  turns  out  in  the  next  to  be  a 
^retainer'  to  something  else,  into  a  series  that  cannot  be 
summed.'    A  like  consequence  follows  when  the  individual 
man,  conceiving  of  the  thought,  which  is  not  mine  but  me, 
and  which  is  no  less  the  world  without  which  I  am  not  I,  as  a 
thinking  thing  within  him,  limited  by  the  limitations  of  his 
animal  nature,  seeks  in  this  thinking  thing,  exclusive  of  other 
things,  that  unity  and  self-containedness,  which  only  belong 
to  the  universal  ^  I.'     He  finds  that  he  *  thinks  not  always ;' 
that  during  a  fourth  part  of  his  time  he  neither  thinks  nor 
perceives  at  all;   and  that  even  in  his  waking  hours  his 
consciousness  consists  of  a  succession  of  separate  feelings, 
whose  recurrence  he  cannot  command.^  Thought  being  thus 
broken  and  dependent,  substantiality  is  not  to  be  found  in  it. 
It  is  next  sought  in  the  *  thing '  of  which  thought  is  an  occa- 
sional operation — a  thing  of  which  it  may  readily  be  admitted  \ 
that  its  nature  cannot  be  known,^  since  it  has  no  nature,  being   | 
merely  that  which  remains  of  the  thinking  thing  upon  ab- 

*  For  the  equivalence  of  perception      following. 

with  self-conscioaflness  in  Locke,   see  '  See  above,  paragmph  125. 

above,  paragmph  24,  ot  infra.  *  liocke,  Elssay  ii.  ch:ip.  i.scc.  10,  etc. 

*  S««  above,  paragraph  94  and  the  *  Book  ii.  chap,  xziii.  hoc,  29,  etc. 
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straction  of  its  sole  determination.   It  is  in  principle  nothing 
else  than  the  supposed  basis  of  sensible  qualities  remaining 
;    after  these  have  been  abstracted — the   *  parcel  of  matter' 
which  has  no  essence — with  which  accordingly  Locke  some- 
t     times  himself  tends  to  identify  it.*     But  meanwhile,  behind 
!     this  unknown  substance,  whether  of  spirit  or  of  body,  the 
self-consciousness,  which  has  been  treated  as  its  occasional 
unessential  operation,  re-asserts  itself  as  the  self  which  claims 
*    both  body  and  spirit,  the  immaterial  no  less  than  the  material 
I    substance,  as  its  own,  and  throughout  whatever  diversity  in 
these  maintains  its  own  identity. 
We  think        134.  Just,  then,  as  Locke's  conception  of  outward  reality 
notalways,  grows  under  his  hands  into  a  conception  of  nature  as  a  system 
tiiotight      of  relations  which  breaks  through  the  limitations  of  reality 
constitutes  as  Constituted  by  mere  individual  so  it  is  with  the  self,  as  he 
conceived  it.     It  is  not  a  simple  idea.     It  is  not  one  of  the 
train  that  is  for  ever  passing,  *one  going  and  another  coming,' 
for  it  looks  on  this  succession  as  that  which  it  experiences, 
being  itself  the  same  throughout  the  successive  differences 
(Book  II.  chap.  vii.  sec.  9,  and  chap,  xxvii,  sec.  9).     As  little 
can  it  be  adjusted  to  any  of  the  conditions  of  real  *  things,' 
thinking  or  unthinking,  which  he  ordinarily  recognises.     It 
has  no  ^  particularity  in  space  and  time.'   That  which  is  past 
in  *  reality'  is  to  it  present.     It  is  *  in  its  nature  indifferent 
to  any  parcel  of  matter.'   It  is  the  same  with  itself  yesterday 
and  to-day,  here  and  there.   That '  with  which  its  conscious- 
ness can  join  itself  is  one  self  with  it,'  and  it  can  so  join  itself 
with  substances  apart  in  space  and  remote  in  time  (Book  ii. 
chap,  xxvii.  sees.  9, 18, 14, 17).    For  speaking  of  it  as  eternal, 
indeed,  we  could  find  no  warrant  in  Locke.    He  does  not  so 
clearly  distinguish  it  from  the  ^  thinking  thing '  supposed  to 
be  within  each  man,  that  has  '  had  its  determinate  time  and 
place  of  beginning  to  exist,  relation  to  which  determines  its 
identity  so  long  as  it  exists '  (Book  ii.  chap,  xxvii.  sec.  2). 
Hence  he  supposed  an  actual  limit  to  the  past  which  it  could 
make  present — a  limit  seemingly  fixed  for  each  man  at  the 
farthest  by  the  date  of  his  birth — ^though  he  talks  vaguely  of 
the  possibility  of  its  range  being  extended  (Book  ii.  chap, 
xxvii.  sec.  16).     In  the  discussion  of  personal  identity,  how- 
ever, the  distinction  gradually  forces  itself  upon  him,  and  he 
at  last  expressly  says  (sec.  16),  that  if  the  same  Socrates, 

*  See  above,  paragraph  106,  near  the  end. 
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sleeping  and  waking,  do  not  partake  of  the  same  conscious- 
ness (as  according  to  Book  ii.  chap.  i.  sec.  11  he  certainly 
does  not),  *  Socrates  sleeping  and  waking  is  not  the  same 
person;*  whereas  the  'thinking  thing' — ^the  substance  of 
which  consciousness  is  apower  sometimes  exercised,  sometimes 
not — ^is  the  same  in  the  sleeping  as  in  the  waking  Socrates. 
This  is  a  pregnant  admission,  but  it  brings  nothing  to  the 
birth  in  Locke  himself.  The  inference  which  it  suggests  to 
his  reader,  that  a  self  which  does  not  slumber  or  sleep  is  not 
one  which  is  bom  or  dies,  does  not  seem  to  have  occurred  to 
him.  Taking  for  his  method  the  imaginary  process  of 
'looking  into  his  own  breast,'  instead  of  the  analysis  of 
knowledge  and  morality,  he  could  not  find  the  eternal  self 
which  knowledge  and  morality  prensuppose,  but  only  the  con- 
tradiction of  a  person  whose  consciousness  is  not  the  same 
for  two  moments  together,  and  often  ceases  altogether,  but 
who  yet,  in  virtue  of  an  identity  of  this  very  consciousness, 
is  the  same  in  childhood  and  in  old  age. 

135.  Here  as  elsewhere  we  have  to  be  thankful  that  the  Locke 
contradiction  had  not  been  brought  home  so  strongly  to  "?i*^^' 
Locke  as  to  make  him  seek  the  suppression  of  either  of  its  thesA  con- 
alternatives.    He  was  aware  neither  of  the  burden  which  his  ^^^ 
philosophy  tended  to  put  upon  the  self  which  '  can  consider  attempta 
itself  a«  itself  in  different  times  and  places ' — the  burden  of  ^  ^^^T" 
replacing  the  stable  world,  when  *  the  new  way  of  ideas '  should  ^^^    ^™' 
have  resolved  the  outward  thing  into  a  succession  of  feelings 
— ^nor  of  the  hopelessness  of  such  a  burden  being  borne  by  a 
•  perishing '  consciousness,  *  of  which  no  two  parts  exist  to- 
gether, but  follow  each  other  in  succession.'*    When  he 
'  looked  into  himself,'  he  found  consciousness  to  consist  in 
the  succession  of  ideas, '  one  coming  and  another  going :'  he 
also  found  that '  consciousness  alone  makes  what  we  call  self,' 
and  that  he  was  the  same  self  at  any  different  points  in  the 
succession.    He  noted  the  two  '  facts  of  consciousness '  at 
different  stages  of  his  enquiry,  and  was  apparently  not  struck 
by  their  contradiction.    He  could  describe  them  both,  and 
whatever  he  could  describe  seemed  to  him  to  be  explained. 


' '4. '«w«w«aa«MHM 


>  Cf.  n.  chap.  xiv.  soc.  32 — '  by  ob-  snccession,  we  get  the  idea  of  duration ' 

eerring  what  passes  in  our  minds,  how  — with  chap.  xy.  soc.  12.      'Duration 

onr  ideas  there  in  train  constantly  some  is  the  idea  we  have  of  perishing  distance, 

Tanish  and  others  begin  to  appear,  we  of  which  no  two  parts  exist  together,  but 

come  by  the  idea  of  succession  ;  and  by  follow  each  other  in  succession.' 
observing  a  distance  in  the  parts  of  this 
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Hence  they  did  not  suggest  to  him  any  question  either  as 
to  the  nature  of  the  observed  object  or  as  to  the  possibility 
of  observing  it,  such  as  might  have  diverted  philosophy  from 
the  method  of  self-observation.  He  left  them  side  by  side, 
and,  far  from  disguising  either,  put  alongside  of  them  another 
fact-— the  presence  among  the  perpetually  perishing  ideas  of 
that  of  a  consciousness  identical  with  itself,  not  merely  in 
different  times  and  places,  but  in  all  times  and  places.  Such 
an  idea,  under  the  designation  of  an  eternal  wise  Being,  he 
was  ^sure  he  had '  (Book  ii.  chap.  rvii.  sec.  14). 

136.  The  remark  will  at  once  occur  that  the  question  con- 
cerning the  relation  between  our  consciousness,  as  in  suc- 
cession, and  the  idea  of  God,  is  essentially  different  from  that 
concerning  the  relation  between  this  consciousness  and  the 
self  identical  throughout  it,  inasmuch  as  the  relation  in  the 
one  case  is  between  a  fieu^t  and  an  idea,  in  the  other  between 
conflicting  facts.  The  identity  of  the  self,  which  Locke 
asserts,  is  one  of  ^  real  being,'  and  this  is  found  to  lie  in  con- 
sciousness, in  apparent  conflict  with  the  fact  that  conscious- 
ness is  a  succession,  of  which  '  no  two  parts  exist  together.' 
There  is  no  such  conflict,  it  will  be  said,  between  the  idea  of 
a  conscious  being,  who  is  the  same  yesterday,  to-day,  and  for 
ever — the  correspondence  to  which  of  any  reality  is  a  farther 
question — and  the  fact  of  our  consciousness  being  in  succes- 
sion. Allowing  for  the  moment  the  validity  of  this  dis- 
tinction, we  will  consider  first  the  difficulties  that  attach  to 
Locke's  account  of  the  idea  of  God,  as  an  idea. 

137.  This  idea,  with  him,  is  a  *  complex  idea  of  substance.' 
It  is  the  idea  each  man  has  of  the  '  thinking  thing  within 
him,  enlarged  to  infinity.'  It  is  beset  then  in  the  first  place 
with  all  the  difficulties  which  we  have  found  to  belong  to  his 
doctrine  of  substance  generally  and  of  the  thinking  substance 
in  particular.*  These  need  not  be  recalled  in  detail.  When 
God  is  the  thinking  substance  they  become  more  obvious. 
It  is  the  antithesis  to  ^  material  substance,'  as  the  source  of 
ideas  of  sensation,  that  alone  with  Locke  gives  a  meaning  to 
'  thinking  substance,'  as  the  source  of  ideas  of  reflection  : 
and  if,  as  we  have  seen,  the  antithesis  is  untenable  when  it 
is  merely  the  source  of  human  ideas  that  is  in  question,  much 
more  must  it  be  so  in  regard  to  God,  to  whom  any  opposition 
of  material  substance  must  be  a  limitation  of  his  perfect 

*  Sec  aboTe,  paragraph  35  and  the  following,  and  127  and  the  following. 
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nature.  Of  the  generic  element  in  the  above  definition,  then, 
no  more  need  here  be  said.  It  is  the  qualification  of  ^  en- 
largement to  infinity/  by  which  the  idea  of  man  as  a  thinking 
substance  is  represented  as  becoming  the  idea  of  God,  that 
is  the  special  difficulty  now  before  us.  Of  this  Locke  writes 
as  follows : — '  The  complex  idea  we  have  of  God  is  made  up 
of  the  simple  ones  we  receive  from  reflection.  If  I  find  that 
I  know  some  few  things,  and  some  of  them,  or  all  perhaps, 
imperfectly,  I  can  frame  an  idea  of  knowing  twice  as  many : 
which  I  can  double  again  as  often  as  I  can  add  to  number, 
and  thus  enlarge  my  ideas  of  knowledge  by  extending  its 
comprehension  to  all  things  existing  or  possible.  The  same 
I  can  do  of  knowing  them  more  perfectly,  i.e.  all  their  quali- 
ties, powers,  causes,  consequences,  and  relations ;  and  thus 
frame  the  idea  of  infinite  or  boundless  knowledge.  The  same 
also  may  be  done  of  power  till  we  come  to  that  we  call  infi- 
nite ;  and  also  of  the  duration  of  existence  without  beginning 
or  end ;  and  so  frame  the  idea  of  an  eternal  being.  •  .  All 
which  is  done  by  enlarging  the  simple  ideas  we  have  taken 
from  the  operation  of  our  own  minds  by  reflection,  or  by  our 
senses  from  exterior  things,  to  that  vastness  to  which  infinity 
can  extend  them.  For  it  is  infinity  which  joined  to  our  ideas 
of  existence,  power,  knowledge,  &c.,  makes  that  complex  idea 
whereby  we  represent  to  ourselves  the  supreme  being  *  (Book 
II.  chap,  xxiii.  sec.  83 — 85).  What  is  meant  by  this  *  joining 
of  infinity '  to  our  ideas  ? 

188.  'Finite  and  infinite,'  says  Locke,  '  are  looked  upon  *  infinity/ 
by  the  mind  as  the  modes  of  quantity,  and  are  to  be  attri-  ^^^^"^ 
buted  primarily  only  to  those  things  that  have  parts  and  are  account  cf 
capable  of  increase  by  the  addition  of  any  the  least  part '  applicable 
(Book  II.  chap.  xvii.  sec.   1).     Such  are  '  duration  and  ex-  to  God,  if 
pansion.'    The  applicability  then  of  the  term  *  infinite '  in  ^^^^ 
its  proper  sense  to  God  implies  that  he  has  expansion  or 
duration ;  and  it  is  characteristic  of  Locke  that  though  he 
was  clear  about  the  divisibility  of  expansion  and  duration,  as 
the  above  passage  shows,  he  has  no  scruple  about  speaking 
of  them  as  attributes  of  Gk>d,  of  whom  as  being '  in  his  own 
essence  simple  and  uncompounded '  he  would  never  have 
spoken  as  *  having  parts.'     *  Duration  is  the  idea  we  have  of 
perishing  distance,  of  which  no  parts  exist  together  but  follow 
each  other  in  succession ;  as  expansion  is  the  idea  of  lasting 
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distance,  all  whose  parts  exist  together.'  Yet  of  duration 
and  expansion,  thus  defined,  he  says  that  ^  in  their  full  ex- 
tent '  {i.  e.  as  severally  *  eternity  and  immensity ')  *  they 
belong  only  to  the  Deity  *  (Book  ii.  chap.  xv.  sees.  8  and  12). 
'  A  full  extent '  of  them,  however,  is  in  the  nature  of  the  case 
impossible.  With  a  last  moment  duration  would  cease  to  be 
duration ;  without  another  space  beyond  it  space  would  not 
be  space.  Locke  is  quite  aware  of  this.  When  his  concep- 
tion of  infinity  is  not  embarrassed  by  reference  to  God,  it 
is  simply  that  of  unlimited  '  addibility  '—a  juxta-position  of 
space  to  space,  a  succession  of  time  upon  time,  to  which  we 
can  suppose  no  limit  so  long  as  we  consider  space  and  time 
^  as  having  parts,  and  thus  capable  of  increase  by  the  addi- 
tion of  parts,'  and  which  therefore  excludes  the  very  possi- 
bility of  a  totality  or  *  full  extent '  (Book  n.  chap.  xvi.  sec.  8, 
and  xvii.  sec.  13).  The  question,  then,  whether  infiinity  of 
expansion  and  duration  in  this,  its  only  proper,  sense  can  be 
predicated  of  the  perfect  God,  has  only  to  be  asked  in  order 
to  be  answered  in  the  negative.  Nor  do  we  mend  the  matter 
if,  instead  of  ascribing  such  infinity  to  God,  we  substitute 
another  phrase  of  Locke's,  and  say  that  He  ^  fills  eternity 
and  immensity'  (Book  ii.  chap.  xv.  sec.  3).  Put  for  etemil^ 
and  immensify  their  proper  equivalents  according  to  Locke, 
viz.  unlimited  ^  addibility '  of  times  and  spaces,  and  the 
essential  unmeaningness  of  the  phrase  becomes  apparent. 
Can  it  be  139.  Li  regard  to  any  other  attributes  of  God  than  those 
appii^  to  of  i^ig  duration  and  expansion,'  Locke  admits  that  the  term 
ativeiy^'  ^  infinite  '  is  applied  *  figuratively '  (Book  n.  chap.  xvii.  sec. 
1).  *When  we  call  them  (e.g.  His  power,  wisdom,  and 
goodness)  infinite,  we  have  no  other  idea  of  this  infinity 
but  what  carries  with  it  some  reflection  on,  or  intimation  of, 
that  number  or  extent  of  the  acts  or  objects  of  God's  wisdom, 
&c.,  which  can  never  be  supposed  so  great  or  so  many  which 
these  attributes  will  not  always  surmount,  let  us  multiply 
them  in  our  thoughts  as  far  as  we  can  with  all  the  infinity 
of  endless  number.'  What  determination,  then,  according  to 
this  passage,  of  our  conception  of  God's  goodness  is  repre- 


1  In  the  passages  referred  to,  Locke 
speaks  of  *  dtiration  and  uhiguittf*  The 
proper  counterpart,  however,  of  'dura- 
tion *  according  to  him  is  *  expansion  * — 
this  being  to  space  what  duration  is 
to  time.  Under  the  embarrassment, 
however,  which  neoessarilj  attends  the 


ascription  of  expansion  to  God,  he  tacitly 
substitutes  for  it  *  ubiquity/  a  term 
which  does  not  match  '  duration,'  and 
can  only  mean  presence  throughout  the 
whole  of  expansion,  presence  throughout 
the  whole  of  that  which  does  not  admit 
of  a  whole. 


LOCKE'S  NOTION  OF  INFINITY.  119 

sented  by  calling  it  infinite  ?  Simply  its  relation  to  a  number  in  yirtue  of 
of  acts  and  objects  of  ^hich  the  sum  can  always  be  increased,  ^tVn^" 
and  which,  just  for  that  reason,  cannot  represent  the  perfect  ber  of 
Grod.     Is  it  then,  it  may  be  asked,  of  mere  perversity  that  ^^  **^ 
when  thinking  of  God  under  attributes  that  are  not  quanti* 
tatire,  and  therefore  do  not  carry  with  them  the  necessity  of 
incompleteness,  we  yet  go  out  of  our  way  by  this  epithet  *  in- 
finite '  to  subject  them  to  the  conditions  of  quantity  and  its 
<  progressus  ad  infinitum  P  ' 

140.  Eetaining  Locke's  point  of  view,  our  answer  of  course  An  act, 
must  be  that  our   ideas  of  the   Divine  attributes,  being  finite  m  its 

°    nature, 

primarily  our  own  ideas  of  reflection,  are  either  ideas  of  the  remains  so, 
single  successive  acts  that  constitute  our  inward  experience  ^^^^ 
or  formed  from  these  by  abstraction  and  combination.  In  peated. 
parts  our  experience  is  given,  in  parts  only  can  we  recall  it. 
Our  complex  or  abstract,  ideas  are  symbols  which  only  take 
a  meaning  so  &.r  as  we  resolve  them  into  the  detached  im- 
pressions which  in  the  sum  they  represent,  or  recall  the 
objects,  each  with  its  own  before  and  afber,  from  which  they 
were  originally  taken.  So  it  is  with  the  ideas  of  wisdom, 
power,  and  goodness,  which  from  ourselves  we  transfer  to 
God.  They  represent  an  experience  given  in  succession  and 
piece-meal — a  numerable  series  of  acts  and  events,  which  like 
every  other  number  is  already  infinite  in  the  only  sense  of 
the  word  of  which  Locke  can  give  a  clear  account,  as  suscep- 
tible of  indefinite  repetition  (Book  ii.  chap.  vi.  sec.  8.)  When 
we  'join  infinity  *  to  these  ideas,  then,  unless  some  other 
meaning  is  given  to  infinity,  we  merely  state  explicitly  what 
was  origin^y  predicable  of  the  experience  they  embody. 
Nor  will  it  avail  us  much  to  shift  the  meaning  of  infinite, 
as  Locke  does  when  he  applies  it  to  the  divine  attributes, 
from  that  of  indefinite  ^  addibility  *  to  that  of  exceeding  any 
sum  which  indefinite  multiplication  can  yield  us.  Let  ur 
suppose  an  act  of  consciousness,  from  which  we  have  taken 
an  abstract  idea  of  an  attribute — say  of  wisdom — to  be  a 
million  times  repeated ;  our  idea  of  the  attribute  j^ill  not 
vary  with  the  repetition.  Nor  if,  having  supposed  a  limit 
to  the  repetition,  we  then  suppose  the  act  indefinitely  re- 
peated beyond  this  limit  and  accordingly  speak  of  the  attri- 
bute as  infinite,  will  our  idea  of  the  attribute  vary  at  all 
from  what  it  was  to  begin  with.  Its  content  will  be  the  same. 
There  will  be  nothing  to  be  said  of  it  which  could  not  have 
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been  said  of  the  experience  from  which  it  was  originally 
abstracted,  and  of  which  the  essential  characteristic — that 
it  is  one  of  a  series  of  events  of  which  no  two  can  be  present 
together — is  incompatible  with  divine  perfection. 

141.  It  appears  then  that  it  is  the  subjection  of  our  ex- 
perience to  the  form  of  time  which  unfits  the  ideas  derived 
which  time  from  it  for  anj  combination  into  an  idea  of  God;  nor  by 
IB  not  mfl.  jj^ijjg  i  joined  with  an  infinity,'  which  itself  merely  means 
which        the  absence  of  limit  to  succession  in  time,  is  their  unfitness 
^^?    .     in  any  way  modified.     On  the  contrary,  by  such  conjunction 
recognize     from  being  latent  it  becomes  patent.     In  one  important 
passage  Locke  becomes  so  far  aware  of  this  that,  though 
continuing  to  ascribe  infinite  duration  to  God,  he  does  it 
under  qualifications  inconsistent  with  the  very  notion  of 
duration.     *  Though  we  cannot  conceive  any  duration  with- 
out succession,  nor  put  it  together  in  our  thoughts  that  any 
being  does  now  exist  to-morrow  or  possess  at  once  more  than 
the  present  moment  of  duration ;  yet  we  can  conceive  the 
eternal  duration  of  the  Almighty  far  different  from  that  of 
man,  or  any  other  finite  being :  because  man  comprehends 
not  in  his  knowledge  or  power  all  past  and  future  things 
....  what  is  once  past  he  can  never  recall,  and  what 
is  yet  to  come  he  cannot  make  present.  .  •  .  God's  infinite 
duration  being  accompanied  with  infinite  knowledge  and 
power,  he  sees  all  things  past  and  to  come '  (Book  ii.  chap. 
XV.   sec   12).    It   is   clear  that  in  this  passage   *  infinite' 
changes  its  meaning;   that  it  is  used  in  one   sense — ^the 
proper  sense  according  to  Locke — when  applied  to  dura- 
tion, and  in  some  wholly  different  sense,  not  a  figurative 
one  derived  from  the  former,  when  applied  to  knowledge 
and  power ;  and  that  the  infinite  duration  of  God,  as  *  ac- 
companied by  infinite  power  and  knowledge,'  is  no  longer  in 
ny  intelligible  sense  duration  at  all.     It  is  no  longer  '  the 
dea  we  have  of  perishing  distance,'  derived  from  our  fleeting 
onsciousness  in  which  ^  what  is  once  past^can  never  be  re- 
called,' but  the  attribute  of  a  consciousness  of  which,  if  it  is 
,i:o  be  described  in  terms  of  time  at  all,  in  virtue  of  its  *  see- 
Zing  all  things  past  and  to  come '  at  once,  it  can  only  be 
/  said  that  it  '  does  now  exist  to-morrow.'     If  it  be  asked. 
What  meaning  can  we  have  in  speaking  of  such  a  conscious- 
ness?   into  what  simple   ideas   can  it    be  resolved  when 
}    all  our  ideas  are  determined  by  a  before  and  after  9 — the 
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answer  must  be,  Jast  as  much  or  as  little  meaning  as  we 
haye  when,  in  like  contradiction  to  the  successive  presenta- 
tion of  ideas,  we  speak  of  a  self,  constituted  by  conscious- 
ness, as  identical  with  itself  throughout  the  years  of  our 
life. 

142.  A  more  positive  answer  it  is  not  our  present  business 
to  give.     Our  concern  is  to  show  that  'eternity  and  im- 
mensity,' according  to  any  meaning  that  Locke  recognises, 
or  that  the  observation  of  our  ideas  could  justify,  do  not 
express  any  conception  that  can  carry  us  beyond  the  per- 
petual incompleteness  of  our  experience;  but  that  in  his 
doctrine  of  personal  identity  he  does  admit  a  conception 
which  no  observation  of  our  ideas  of  reflection — since  these 
are  in  succession  and  could  not  be  observed  if  they  were  not 
— can  account  for ;  and  that  it  is  just  this  conception,  the 
conception  of  a  constant  presence  of  consciousness  to  itself 
incompatible  with  conditions  of  space  and  time,  that  can 
alone  give  such  meaning  to  '  eternal  and  infinite '  as  can 
render  them  significant  epithets  of  God.     Such  a  conception 
(we  say  it  with  respect)  Locke  admits  when  it  is  wanted 
without  knowing  it.     It  must  indeed  always  underlie  the 
idea  of  God,  however  alien  to  it  may  be  attempted  adapta- 
tions of  the  other  '  infinite ' — the  progressus  ad  indefiniiAim  in 
space  and  time — ^by  which,  as  with  Locke,  the  idea  is  ex- 
plained.    But  it  is  one  for  which  the  psychological  method 
of  observing  what  happens  in  oneself  cannot  account,  and 
which  therefore  this  method,  just  so  far  as  it  is  thoroughly 
carried  out,  must  tend  to  discard.     That  which  happens, 
whether  we  reckon  it  an  inward  or  an  outward,  a  physical 
or  a  psychical  event — and  nothing  but  an  event  can,  pro- 
perly speaking,  be  observed — is  as  such  in  time.     But  the 
presence  of  consciousness    to  itself,  though,  as  the  true 
^punctnm  stans,'  ^  it  is  the  condition  of  the  observation  of 
events  in  time,  is  not  such  an  event  itself.     In  the  ordinary 
and  proper  sense  of  *  fact,'  it  is  not  a  fact  at  all,  nor  yet  a 
possible  abstraction  from  facts.     To  the  method,  then,  which 
deals  with~  phrases   about  the   mind  by   ascertaining  the 
observable   'mental  phenomena'  which  they  represent,  it 
must  remain  a  mere  phrase,  to  be  explained  as  the  offspring 
of  other  phrases  whose  real  import  has  been  misunderstood. 


i 
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self  is 
infinite. 


^  Locke,  Essay  n.  chap.  zvii.  sec.  16. 
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I 

I   It  can  only  recover  a  significance  when  this  method,  as  with 

I  Hume,  has  done  its  worst,  and  is  found  to  leave  the  possi- 
bility of  knowledge,  without  such  '  punctum  stans,'  still 
unaccounted  for. 

How  do  I  143.  We  have  finally  to  notice  the  way  in  which  Locke 
ownr^f  maintains  our  knowledge  of  the  '  real  existence '  of  thinking 
existence?  substanco,  both  as  that  which  ^we  call  our  mind,'  and  as 
answer.^  *  ^^'  ^^  *^®  former  first.  *  Experience  convinces  us  that 
we  have  an  intuitive  knowledge  of  our  own  existence.  •  .  • 
If  I  know  I  feel  pain,  it  is  evident  I  have  as  certain  percep- 
tion of  my  own  existence  as  of  the  pain  I  feel.  If  I  know  I 
doubt,  I  have  as  certain  perception  of  the  existence  of  the 
thing  doubting  as  of  that  thought  which  I  call  doubt'  (Book 
IV.  chap.  ix.  sec.  S)«  Upon  this  the  remark  must  occur  that 
the  existence  of  a  painful  feeling  is  one  thing ;  the  existence 
of  a  permanent  subject,  remaining  the  same  with  itself,  when 
the  feeling  is  over,  and  through  the  succession  of  other 
feelings,  quite  another.  The  latter  is  what  is  meant  by 
my  own  existence,  of  which  undoubtedly  there  is  a  *  certain 
perception,'  if  the  feeling  of  pain  has  become  the  *  know- 
ledge that  I  feel  pain,'  and  if  by  the  ^  I '  is  understood  such  a 
permanent  subject.  That  the  feeling,  as  ^  simple  idea,'  is  taken 
to  begin  with  by  Locke  for  the  knowledge  that  I  feel  some- 
thing, we  have  sujBB^ciently  seen.'  Just  as,  in  virtue  of  this 
conversion,  it  gives  us  *  assurance '  of  the  real  existence  of 
the  outer  thing  or  material  substance  on  the  one  side,  so  of 
the  thinking  substance  on  the  other.  It  carries  with  it  the 
certainty  at  once  that  I  have  a  feeling,  and  that  something 
makes  me  feel.  But  whereas,  affcer  the  conversion  of  feeling 
into  a  felt  thing  has  been  throughout  assumed — ^as  indeed 
otherwise  feeling  could  not  be  spoken  of — a  further  question 
is  raised,  which  causes  much  embarrassment,  as  to  the  real 
\  existence  of  such  thing ;  on  the  contrary,  the  reference  of  ihe 
\  feeling  to  the  thinking  thing  is  taken  as  carrying  with  it  the 
I  real  existence  of  such  thing.  The  question  whether  it  really 
*■  exists  or  no  is  only  once  raised,  and  then  summarily  settled 
'  by  the  sentence  we  have  quoted,  while  the  reality  whether 
i  of  existence  or  of  essence  on  the  part  of  the  outward  thing,  as 
'  we  have  found  to  our  cost,  is  the  main  burden  of  the  Third 
and  Fourth  Books. 

>  See  above,  paragiaphs  26  and  following,  and  59  and  following. 
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144.  In  principle,  indeed,  the  answer  to  both  qnestions,  as 
giyen  by  Locke,  is  the  same :  for  the  reasoos  which  he  alleges 
for  being  assured  of  the  ^  existence  of  a  thing  without  us 
corresponding  to  the  idea  of  sensation '  reduce  themselves,  as 
we  have  seen,  to  the  reiteration  of  that  reference  of  the  idea 
to  a  thing,  which  according  to  him  is  originaUj  involved  in 
it,  and  which  is  but  the  correlative  of  its  reference  to  a  sub- 
ject. This,  however,  is  what  he  was  not  himself  aware  of. 
To  him  the  outer  and  the  inner  substance  were  separate  and 
independent  things,  for  each  of  which  the  question  of  real 
existence  had  to  be  separately  settled.  To  us,  according  to 
the  view  already  indicated,  it  is  the  presence  of  self-conscious- 
ness, or  thought  as  an  object-to-itself,  to  feeling  that  converts 
it  into  a  relation  between  feeling  thing  and  felt  thing,  between 
'  cogitative  and  incogitative  substance/  The  source  of  sub- 
stantiation upon  each  side  being  the  same,  the  question  as  to 
the  real  existence  of  either  substance  must  be  the  same,  and 
equally  so  the  answer  to  it.  It  is  an  answer  that  must  be 
preceded  by  a  counter  question. — ^Does  real  existence  mean 
existence  independent  of  thought  P  To  suppose  such  existence 
is  to  suppose  an  impossibility — one  which  is  not  the  less  so 
though  the  existence  be  supposed  material,  if  ^material' 
means  in  ^  space '  and  space  itself  is  a  relation  constituted 
by  the  mind,  '  bringing  things  to  and  setting  them  by  one  an- 
other.' Yet  is  the  supposition  itself  but  a  mode  of  the  logical 
substantiation  we  have  explained,  followed  by  an  imaginary 
abstraction  of  the  work  of  the  mind  from  this,  its  own  crea- 
tion. Does  real  existence  mean  a  possible  feeling?  If  so,  it 
is  as  dear  that  what  converts  feeling  into  a  relation  between 
felt  thing  and  feeling  subject  cannot  in  this  sense  be  real,  as 
it  is  that  without  such  conversion  no  distinction  between 
real  and  fantastic  would  be  possible.  Does  it,  finally,  mean 
individuality,  in  such  a  sense  that  unless  I  can  say  this  or 
that  is  substance,  thinking  or  material,  substance  does  not 
really  exist  9  If  it  does,  the  answer  is  that  substance,  being 
constituted  by  a  relation  by  which  self-conscious  thought  is 
for  ever  determining  feelings,  and  which  every  predication 
represents,  cannot  be  identified  with  any  ^iiiis  or  that,' 
though  without  it  there  could  be  no  ^  this  or  that '  at  all. 

145.  We  have  already  found  that  Locke  accepts  each  of 
the  above  as^determinations  of  real  existence,  and  that,  though 
in  spite  of  them  he  labours  to  maintain  the  real  existence  of 
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outward  things,  he  is  so  far  faithful  to  them  as  to  declare 
real  essence  unknowable.  In  answering  the  question  as  to 
^  his  own  existence '  ho  wholly  ignores  them.  He  does  not 
ask  how  the  real  existence  of  the  thinking  Ego  sorts  with  his 
ordinary  doctrine  that  the  real  is  what  would  be  in  the  world 
whether  there  were  a  mind  or  no ;  or  its  real  identity,  present 
throughout  the  particulars  of  experience,  with  his  ordinary 
doctrine  of  the  fictitiousness  of  ^  generals.'  A  real  existence 
of  the  mind,  however,  founded  on  the  logical  necessity  of 
substantiation,  rests  on  a  shifting  basis,  so  long  as  by  the 
mind  is  understood  a  thinking  thing,  different  in  each  mia.n, 
to  which  his  inner  experience  is  referred  as  accidents  to  a 
substance.  The  same  law  of  thought  which  compels  such 
reference  requires  that  the  thinking  thing  in  its  turn,  as  that 
which  is  born  grows  and  dies,  be  referred  as  an  accident  to 
some  ulterior  substance.  ^A  fever  or  fall  may  take  away  my 
reason  or  memory,  or  both ;  and  an  apoplexy  leave  neither 
sense  nor  understanding,  no,  nor  life.'  ^  Just  as  each  outer 
thing  turns  out  to  be  a  ^  retainer  to  something  else,'  so  is  it 
with  the  inner  thing.  Such  a  dependent  being  cannot  be  an 
ultimate  substance ;  nor  can  any  natural  agents  to  which  we 
may  trace  its  dependence  really  be  so  either.  The  logical 
necessity  of  further  substantiation  would  affect  them  equally, 
appearing  in  the  supposition  of  an  unknown  something 
beyond,  which  makes  them  what  they  are.  It  is  under  such 
logical  necessity  that  Locke,  in  regard  to  all  the  substances 
which  he  commonly  speaks  of  as  ultimate  —  God,  spirit, 
body — ^from  time  to  time  gives  warning  of  something  still 
ulterior  and  unknowable,  whether  under  the  designation  of 
substance  or  real  essence  (Book  ii.  chap,  xxiii.  sees.  30  and 
^  36).  If,  then,  it  will  be  said,  substance  is  but  the  constantly- 
shifting  result  of  a  necessity  of  thought — so  shifting  that 
there  is  nothing  of  which  we  can  finally  say,  '  This  is  sub- 
stance, not  accident ' — there  can  be  no  evidence  of  the  ^  real 
existence '  of  a  permanent  Ego  in  the  necessary  substantiation 
•  therein  of  my  inner  experience. 
Sense  in  146.  The  first  result  of  such  a  consideration  in  a  reader  of 

self  is  ^^^    Locke  will  naturally  be  an  attempt  to  treat  the  inner  syn- 
truly  real,    thesis  as  a  fiction  of  thought  or  figure  of  speech,  and  to 
confine  real  existence  to  single  feelings  in  the  moments  of 
their  occurrence.    This,  it  will  seem,  is  to  be  faithful  to 

>  Locke,  Book  ni.  chap.  yi.  sec  4. 
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Locke's  own  clearer  mind,  as  it  frequently  emerges  from  the 
still-retaming  cloud  of  scholasticism.  The  final  result  will 
rather  be  the  discovery  that  the  single  feeling  is  nothing  real, 
but  that  the  synthesis  of  apx>earances,  which  alone  for  us  con- 
stitutes reality,  is  never  final  or  complete :  that  thus  absolute 
reality,  like  ultimate  substance,  is  never  to  be  found  by  us —  ' 
in  a  thinking  as  little  as  in  a  material  thing — ^belonging  as 
it  does  only  to  that  divine  self-consciousness,  of  which  the 
presence  in  us  is  the  source  and  bond  of  the  ever-£Towing 

[nOiesis  called  Tmowledge,  but  which,  oecause  it  is  the  '" 
source  ct  that  synthesis  and  not  one  of  its  partial  results, 
is  neither  real  nor  knowable  in  the  same  sense  as  is  any 
other  object.  It  is  this  presence  which  alone  gives  meaning 
to  ^  proofs  of  the  being  of  God ;'  to  Locke's  among  the  rest. 
For  it  is  in  a  sense  true,  as  he  held,  that  'my  own  real 
existence '  is  evidence  of  the  existence  of  God,  since  the  self, 
in  the  only  sense  in  .which  it  is  absolutely  real  or  an  ultimate 
subject,  is  already  God.' 

147.  Our  knowledge  of  God's  existence,  according  to  him,  Loeko*8 
is  *  demonstrative,'  based  on  the  *  intuitive '  knowledge  of  P«»^  <>f 
our  own.  Strictly  taken,  according  to  his  definitions,  this  existence 
must  mean  that  the  agreement  of  the  idea  of  God  vdth  ex-  of  God. 
istence  is  perceived  mediately  through  the  agreement  of  the 
idea  of  self  with  existence,  which  is  perceived  immediately ; 
that  thus  the  idea  of  God  and  the  idea  of  self '  agree.'  ^  We 
need  not,  however,  further  divell  either  on  the  contradiction 
implied  in  the  knowledge  of  real  existence,  if  knowledge  is  a 
perception  of  agreement  between  ideas  and  if  real  existence 
is  the  antithesis  of  ideas ;  or  on  the  embarrassments  which 
follow  when  a  definition  of  reasoning,  only  really  applicable 
to  the  comparison  of  quantities,  is  extended  to  other  regions 
of  knowledge.  Locke  virtually  ignores  his  definitions  in  the 
passage  before  us.  '  If  we  know  there  is  some  real  being ' 
(as  we  do  know  in  the  knowledge  of  our  own  existence)  '  and 
that  non-entity  cannot  produce  any  real  being,  it  is  an  evi- 
dent demonstnition  that  from  eternity  there  has  been  some- 
thing ;  since  what  was  not  from  eternity  had  a  beginning, 
and  what  had  a  beginning  must  be  produced  by  something 
else'  (Book  iv.  chap.  x.  sec.  3).  Next  as  to  the  quali- 
ties of  this  something  else.  '  What  had  its  being  and 
beginning  from  another  must  also  have    all    that    which 

'  See  below,  paragraph  162.  *  See  above,  paragraphs  25  and  24. 
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is  in^  and  belongs  to,  its  being  from  another  too '  (Ibid, 
sec.  4.).  From  this  is  deduced  the  supreme  power  and 
perfect  knowledge  of  the  eternal  being  upon  the  principle 
that  whatever  is  in  the  efiPect  must  also  be  in  the  cause 
There  — a  principle,  however,  which  has  to  be  subjected  to 
must  have  a^tward  limitations  in  order  that,  while  proving  enough, 
thing  from  it  may  not  prove  too  much.  It  might  seem  that,  accor- 
eternity  to  ^jjjg  ^^  j^^  since  the  real  being,  from  which  as  effect  the 
now  i8.  eternal  being  as  cause  is  demonstrated,  is  '  both  material  and 
cogitative '  or  *  made  up  of  body  and  spirit,*  matter  as  well 
as  thought  must  belong  to  the  eternal  being  too.  That 
thought  must  belong  to  him,  Locke  is  quite  clear.  It  is  as 
impossible,  he  holds,  that  thought  should  be  derived  from 
matter,  or  from  matter  and  motion  together,  as  that  some- 
thing should  be  derived  from  nothing.  *If  we  will  suppose 
nothing  first  or  eternal,  matter  can  never  begin  to  be :  if  we 
suppose  bare  matter  without  motion  eternal,  motion  can 
never  begin  to  be :  if  we  suppose  only  matter  and  motion 
first  or  eternal,  thought  can  never  begin  to  be '  (Book  iv. 
chap.  X.  sec.  10).  The  objection  which  is  sure  to  occur,  that 
it  must  be  equally  impossible  for  matter  to  be  derived  from 
thought,  he  can  scarcely  be  said  to  face.  He  takes  refuge  in 
the  supreme  power  of  the  eternal  being,  as  that  which  is  able 
to  create  matter  out  of  nothing.  He  does  not  anticipate  the 
rejoinder  to  which  he  thus  lays  himself  open,  that  this  power 
in  the  eternal  being  to  produce  one  effect  not  homogeneous 
,  with  itself,  viz.  matter,  may  extend  to  another  effect,  viz. 
thought,  and  that  thus  the  argument  from  thought  in  the 
effect  to  thought  in  the  cause  becomes  invalid,  and  nothing 
but  blind  power,  we  know  not  what,  remains  as  the  attribute 
of  the  eternal  being.  Nor  does  he  remember,  when  he  meets 
the  objection  drawn  from  the  inconceivability  of  matter  being 
made  out  of  nothing  by  saying  that  what  is  inconceivable  is 
not  therefore  impossible  {ibid.  sec.  19),  that  it  is  simply  the 
inconceivability  of  a  sequence  of  something  upon  nothing 
that  has  given  him  his  'evident  demonstration '  of  an  eternal 
being. 

How  '  148.  The  value  of  the  first  step  in  Locke's  argument — ^the 
mu^T  uiference,  namely,  from  there  being  something  now  to  there 
iinderstood  having  been  something  from  eternity — ^must  be  differently 
aretimeiit  ^stiffllited  according  to  the  meaning  attached  to  *  something' 
is  to  be  and  '  from  eternity.'  If  the  existence  of  something  means 
valid :         ^jjg  occurrence  of  an  event,  of  this  undoubtedly  it  can  always 


INFEBENCE  TO  AN  ETERNAL  CAUSE.  127 

be  said  that  it  follows  another  event,  nor  to  this  sequence 
can  any  limit  be  supposed,  for  a  first  event  would  not  be  an 
event  at  all.  It  would  be  a  contingency  contingent  upon 
nothing.  Thus  understood,  the  argument  from  a  something 
now  to  a  something  from  eternity  is  merely  a  statement  of 
the  infinity  of  time  according  to  that  notion  of  infinity,  as  a 
'progressus  ad  indefinitum,'  which  we  have  already  seen  to 
be  Locke's.^  It  is  the  exact  reverse  of  an  argument  to  a  • 
creation  or  a  first  cause.  If  we  try  to  change  its  character 
by  a  supplementary  consideration  that  infinity  in  the  series 
of  events  is  inconceivable,  the  rejoinder  wiU  be  that  a  first 
event  is  not  for  that  reason  any  less  of  a  contradiction,  and 
that  the  infinity  which  Locke  speaks  of  only  professes  to  be 
a  negative  idea,  representing  the  impossibility  of  conceiving 
a  first  event  (Book  n.  chap.  xvii.  sec.  13,  &c.).  In  truth, 
however,  when  Locke  speaks  of  *  something  from  eternity ' 
he  does  not  mean — what  would  clearly  be  no  God  at  all — a 
series  of  events  to  which,  because  of  events,  and  therefore 
in  time,  no  limit  can  be  supposed ;  but  a  being  which  is 
neither  event  nor  series  of  events,  to  which  there  is  no  before 
or  afber.  The  inference  to  such  a  being  is  not  of  a  kind  with 
the  transition  from  one  event  to  another  habitually  asso- 
ciated with  it ;  and  if  this  be  the  true  account  of  reasoning 
from  effect  to  cause,  no  such  reasoning  can  yield  the  result 
which  Locke  requires.  As  we  have  seen,  however,  this  is 
not  his  account  of  it,'  however  legitimately  it  may  follow 
from  his  general  doctrine. 

149.  The  inference  of  cause  with  him  is  the  inference  andhoir 
from  a  change  to  something  having  power  to  produce  it.*  '  ca«8o«- 
The  value  of  this  definition  lies  not  in  the  notion  of  efficient 
power,  but  in  that  of  an  order  of  nature,  which  it  involves. 
If  instead  of  *  something  having  power  to  produce  it'  we 
read  ^  something  that  accounts  for  the  change,'  it  expresses 
the  inference  on  which  all  science  rests,  but  which  is  as  far 
as  possible  from  being  merely  a  transition  from  one  event  to 
another  that  usually  precedes  it.  An  event,  interpreted  as 
a  change  of  something  that  remains  constant,  is  no  longer  a 
mere  event.  It  is  no  longer  merely  in  time,  a  present  which 
next  moment  becomes  a  past.  It  takes  its  character  from 
relation  to  the  thing  or  system  of  things  of  which  it  is  an 
altered  appearance,  but  which  in  itself  is  always  the  same. 

^  See  above,  paragraph  1 38.  *  Cf.  n.  chap.  zxvi.  sec.  I,  and  chap. 

*  See  above,  paragraph  68.  zzi.  sec.  1. 
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Ouly  in  virtue  of  such  a  relation   does   it  require   to    Ih| 
accounted  for,  to  be  referred  to  a  *  cause/  which  is  in  truth 
the  conception  that  holds  together  or  reconciles  the  endlesd 
flux  of  events  with  eternal  unity.    The  cause  of  a  '  plienoi 
menon,'  even  according  to  the  authoritative  exponent  of  the 
Logic  which  believes  itself  to  follow  Hiime,  is  the  ^suin 
I  total  of  its  conditions/     In  its  fulness,  that  is,  it  is  simply 
^  that  system  of  things,  conceived  explicitly,  of  which  there 
,  must  already  have  been  an  implicit  conception  in  order  that 
^  the  event  might  be  regarded  as  a  change  and  thus  start  the 
*    search  for  a  cause.    An  event  in  time,  apart  from  reference 
to  something  not  in  time,  could  suggest  no  enquiry  into  tlie 
sum  of  its  conditions.     Upon  occurrence  of  a  certain  feeling 
there  might  indeed  be  spontaneous  recollection  of  a  feelings 
usually    precedent,    spontaneous    expectation    of    another 
usually  sequent.     But  such  association  of  feelings  can  never 
explain  that  conception  of  cause  in  virtue  of  which,  when 
accounting  for  a  phenomenon,  we  set  aside  the  event  which 
in  our  actual  experience  has  usually  preceded  it,  for  one 
which  we  only  find  to  precede  it  in  the  single  case  of  a 
crucial  experiment.     That  we  do  so  shows  that  it  is  not  be- 
cause of  antecedence  in  time,  however  apparently  uniform, 
that  an  educated  man  reckons  a  certain  event  to  be  the 
cause  of  another,  but  that,  because  of  its  sole  sufficiency 
under  the  sum  of  known  conditions  to  account  for  the  given 
event,  he  decides  it  to  be  its  uniform  antecedent,  however 
much  ordinary  appearances  may  tell  to  the  contrary.     Thus, 
though  he  may  still  strangely  define  cause  as  a  uniformly 
antecedent  event  (in  spite  of  its  being  a  definition  that  would 
^  prevent  him  from  speaking  of  gravity  as  the  cause  of  the 
fall  of  a  stone),  it  is  clear  that  by  such  event  he  means  one 
determined  by  a  complex  of  conditions  in  an  unchanging 
universe.    These  conditions,  again,  he  may  speak  of  as  con- 
tingencies, i.e.  as  events  contingent  upon  other  events  in 
endless  series,  but  he  must  add  ^  contingent  in  accordance 
with  the  uniformity  of  nature' — in  other  words,  he  must 
determine  the  contingencies  by  relation  to  what  is  not  con- 
tingent ;  he  must  suppose  nature  unchanging,  though  our 
experience  of  it  through  sensation  be  a  ^  progressus  ad  inde- 
finitum ' — if  he  is  to  allow  a  possibility  of  knowledge  at  all. 
In  short,  if  events  were  merely  events,  feelings  that  happen 
to  me  now  and  next  moment  are  over,  no  *  law  of  causation  ' 
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and  therefore  no  knowledge  would  be  possible.  If  the  know* 
ledge  founded  on  this  law  actually  exists^  then  the  ^  argumen- 
turn  a  contingently  mundi  *  rightly  understood — the  *  in- 
.  ference '  from  nature  to  a  being  neither  in  time  nor 
contingei^t  but  self-dependent  and  eternal^  that  constant 
reality  of  which  events  are  the  changing  appearances — is 
Talid  because  the  conception  of  nature,  of  a  world  to  be 
known,  already  implies  such  a  being.  To  the  rejoinder  that 
implication  in  the  conception  of  nature  does  not  prove  real 
existence,  the  answer  must  be  the  'question,  What  meaning 
has  real  existence,  the  antithesis  of  illusion,  except  such  as 
is  equivalent  to  this  conception  P 

150.  The  value,  then,  of  Locke's  demonstration  of  the 
existence  of  God,  as  an  argument  from  there  being  something 
now  to  an  eternal  being  from  which  the  real  existence  that 
we  know*  has  all  which  is  in  and' belongs  to  it,'  depends 
on  our  converting  it  into  the  *  argumentum  a  contingenti^ 
mundi,'  stated  as  above.  In  other  words,  it  depends  on  our 
interpreting  it  in  a  manner  which  may  be  warranted  by  his 
rough  account  of  causation,  and  by  one  of  the  incompatible 
views  of  the  real  that  we  have  found  in  him,*  but  which  is 
inconsistent  with  his  opposition  of  reality  to  the  work  of  the 
mind,  and  his  reduction  of  it  to  *  particular  existence,'  as  well 
as  with  his  ordinary  view  that  *  infinite '  and  *  eternal '  can 
i^present  only  a  *progressus  ad  indefinitum.'  If  by  'real 
existence  corresponding  to  an  idea '  is  meant  its  presentation 
in  a  particular  '  here  and  now,'  an  attempt  to  find  a  real 
existence  of  God  can  bring  us  to  nothing  but  such  a  contra- 
diction in  terms  as  a  first  event.  To  prove  it  from  the  real 
existence  of  the  self  is  to  prove  one  impossibility  from  another. 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  real  existence  implies  the  determination 
of  our  ideas  by  an  order  of  nature — if  it  means  ideas  *in  ordine 
aduniversum '  (to  use  a  Baconian  phrase),  in  distinction  from 
*  in  ordine  ad  nos ' — then  the  argument  from  a  present  to  an 
eternal  real  existence  is  valid,  but  simply  in  the  sense  that 
the  present  is  already  real,  and  *  has  all  that  is  in  and  belongs 
to  it,*  only  in  virtue  of  the  relation  to  the  eternal. 

151.  This,  it  may  be  said,  is  to  vindicate  Locke's  *  proof 
only  by  making  it  Pantheistic.  It  gives  us  an  eternity  of 
^tnre,  but  not  God.  Our  present  concern,  however,  is  not 
with  the  distinction  between  Pantheism  and  true  Theism, 

>  See  above,  paragraphs  49  and  91. 
VOL.  I.  K 
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but  with  the  exposition  of  Locke's  doctrine  according  to  the 

only  development  by  which  it  can  be  made  to  show  the  real 

existence  of  an  eternal  being  at  all.     It  is  only  by  making 

the  most  of  certain  Cartesian  elements  that  appear  in  his 

doctrine,  irreconcUeable  witffllsgeneral  purport,  that  we  can 

find  fair  room  in  it  for  sach  a  being,  even  as  the  system  of 

nature.    Any  attempt  to  exhibit  (in  Hegelian  phrase)  *  Spirit 

as  the  truth  of  nature,'  would  be  to  go  wholly  beyond  our 

record;   yet  without  this  the  'ens  realissimum'  cannot  be 

the  God  whose  existence  Locke  believes  himself  to  prove — a 

thinking  being  from  whom  matter  and  motion  are  derived, 

bufc  in  whom  they  are  not.     It  is  true  that,  according  to  the 

context,  it  is  the  real  existence  of  the  self  from  which  that  of 

the  eternal  being  is  proved.     This  is  because,  in  the  Fourth 

3  Book,  whe'Te  the  *  proof '  occurs,  following  the  new  train  of 

enquiry  started  by  the  definition  of  knowledge,  Locke  has 

for  the  time  left  in  abeyance  his  frmdamental  doctrine  that 

all  simple  ideas  are  types  of  reality,  and  is  writing  as  if  '  my 

own  real  existence '  were  the  only  one  known  with  intuitive 

certainty.     This,  however,  makes  no  essential  difference  in 

the  effect  of  his  argument.   The  given  existence,  from  which 

the  divine  is  proved,  is  treated  expressly  as  both  *  material 

and  cogitative :'  nor,  since  according  to  Locke  the  world  is 

both  and  man  is  both,  and  even  the  'thinking  thing'  takes 

its  content  from  impressions  made  by  matter,  could  it  be 

otherwise.    To  have  taken  thought  by  itself  as  the  basis  of 

'the  proof  would  have  been  to  leave  the  other  part  of  the 

world,  as  he  conceived  it,  to  be  referred  to  another  God. 

The  difficulty  then  arises,  either  that  there  is  no  inference 

possible  from  the  nature  of  the  effect  to  the  nature  of  the 

eternal  being,  its  cause ;  in  which  case  no  attribute  whatever 

can  be  asserted  of  the  latter:  or  that  to  it  too,  like  the  effect, 

matter  as  well  as  thought  must  belong. 

Yes,ac-  152,  As  we  have  seen,  neither  of  these  alternative  views  is 

Se  tnfe*^   really  met  by  Locke.     To  the  former  we  may  reply  that  the 

notion  of     relation  between  two  events,  of  which  neither  has  anything 

tion'be^"     ^  common  with  the  other,  but  which  we  improperly  speak 

tween      ii  of  as  effect  and  cause  (e.g.  death  and  a  sunstroke),  has  no 

tt^onght    Hitenegg  to  that  which  we  have  explained  between  the  world 

natter.      jin  its  contingency  and  the  world  as  an  eternal  system — a 

'  relation  according  to  which  the  cause  is  the  effect  in  unity. 

Whatever  is  part  of  the  reality  of  the  world  must  belong,  it 
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would  seem,  to  the  '  ens  realissimum/  its  cause.  We  are 
thus  thrown  back  on  the  other  horn  of  the  dilemma.  Is  not 
matter  part  of  the  reality  of  the  world  9  This  is  a  question 
to  which  the  method  of  observing  the  individual  consciousness 
can  give  none  but  a  delusive  answer.  A  true  answer  cannot 
be  given  till  for  this  method  has  been  substituted  the  enquiry, 
How  knowledge  is  possible,  and  it  has  been  foimd  tliat  it  is 
only  possible  as  the  progressive  actualisation  in  us  of  a  self- 
consciousness  in  itself  complete,  and  which  in  its  completeness 
includes  the  world  as  its  object.  From  the  point  of  view  thus 
attained  the  question  as  to  matter  will  be.  How  is  it  related 
to  this  self-consciousness  ? — a  question  to  which  the  answer 
must  vary  according  to  what  is  understood  by  'matter.*  H 
it  means  the  abstract  opposite  of  thought — ^that  which  is  sup- 
posed void  of  all  determination  that  comes  of  thinking — ^we 
must  pronounce  it  simply  a  delusion,  the  creation  of  self-con- 
sciousness in  one  stage  of  its  communication  to  us.  If  it 
means  the  world  as  in  space  and  time,  this  we  may  allow  to  be 
real  enough  as  a  stage  in  the  process  by  which  self-conscious- 
ness constitutes  reality.  Thus  understood,  we  may  speak  of  it 
roughly  as  part  of  the  '  ens  realissimum'  which  the  complete 
self-consciousness,  or  God,  includes  as  its  object,  without  any 
limitation  of  the  divine  perfectness.  The  limitation  only 
seems  to  arise  so  far  as  we,  being  ourselves  (as  our  knowledge 
and  morality  testify),  though  formally  self-conscious,  yet 
parts  of  this  partial  world,4nterpret  it  amiss  and  ascribe  to  it 
a  reality,  in  abstraction  from  the  self-conscious  subject,  which 
it  only  derives  from  relation  to  it.  Thus. while  on  the  one 
hand  it  is  the  presence  in  us  of  God,  as  the  self-conscious 
source  of  reality,  that  at  once  gives  us  the  idea  of  God  and  of 
an  eternal  self,  and  renders  superfluous  the  further  question 
as  to  their  real  existence ;  on  the  other  hand  it  is  because, 
for  all  this  presence,  we  are  but  emerging  from  nature,  of 
which  as  animals  we  are  parts,  that  to  us  there  must  seem 
an  incompatibility  of  existence  between  God  and  matter, 
between  the  self  and  the  flux  of  events  which  makes  our 
life.  This  necessary  illusion  is  our  bondage,  but  when  the 
source  of  illusion  is  known,  the  bondage  is  already  being] 
broken. 

153.  We  have  now  sufficiently  explored  the  system  which  Locke's  an- 
it  was  Hume's  mission  to  try  to  make  consistent  with  itself,  h^^""^ 
We  have  found  that  it  is  governed  throughout  by  the  anti-  takes  one 
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side  of        thesis  between  what  is  given  to  conscionsness — that  m  regard 

them 
true. 


themas      ^  which  the  mind  is  passive— as. the  supposed  real  on  the 


one  side,  and  what  is  *  invented/  *  created/  *  superinduced  * 
by  the  mind  on  the  other :  while  yet  this  '  real  *  in  all  its 
forms,  SLS  described  by  Locke,  has  turned  out  to  be  consti- 
tuted by  such  ideas  as,  according  to  him,  are  not  given  but 
invented.     Stripped  of  these  super-inductions,  nothing  has 
been  found  to  remain  of  it  but  that  of  which  nothing  can  be 
said — a  chaos  of  unrelated,  and  therefore  unmeaning,  indi- 
vidua.     Turning  to  the  theory  of  the  mind  itself,  the  source 
of  the  superinduction,  we  have  found  this  to  be  a  re-duplica- 
tion of  the  prolonged  inconsistency  which  forms  the  theory 
of  the  ^  real.*    It  impresses  itself  with  that  which,  according 
i   to  the  other  theory,  is  the  impress  of  matter,  and  it  really 
.  exists  as  that  which  it  itself  invents.     The  value  of  Hume's 
philosophy  lies  in  its  being  an  attempt  to  carry  out  the  anti- 
thesis more  rigorously — to  clear  the  real,  whether  under  the 
designation  of  mind  or  of  its  object,  of  all  that  could  not  be 
reckoned  as  given  in  feelings  which  occur  to  us  *  whether  we 
I  will  or  no.'     The  consequence  is  a  splendid  failure,  a  failure 
I  which  it  might  have  been  hoped  would  have  been  taken  as  a 
I  sufficient  proof  that  a  theory,  which  starts  from  that  anti- 
I  thesis,  cannot  even  be  stated  without  implicitly  contradicting 
f,itself, 
Hume's  /      154.  Such  a  doctrine — a  dortrine  founded  on  the  testimony. 
flcepticW    of  the  senses,  which  ends  by  showing  that  the  senses  testify  to 
ownpro^    ^^iiotbtngf^^cannot  be  criticised  step  by  step  according  to  the 
™i»e"'  (      brier  m  which  its  author  puts  it,  for  its  characteristic  is  that, 
in  order  to  state  itself,  it  has  to  take  for  granted  popular 
¥  notions  which  it  afterwards  shows  to  be  unmeaning.  Its  power 
jjr  over  ordinary  thinkers  lies  just  in  this,  that  it  arrives  at  its 
I  destructive  result  by  means  of  propositions  which  every  one 
:  believes,  but  to  the  validity  of  which  its  result  is  really  fetal. 
An  account  of  our  primitive  consciousness,  which  derives  ite 
plausibility  from  availing  itself  of  the  conceptions  of  cause 
and  substance,  is  the  basis  of  the  argument  which  reduces 
these  conceptions  to  words  misunderstood.   It  cannot,  there- 
fore, be  treated  by  itself,  as  it  stands  in  the  first  part  of  the 
Treatise  on  the  Understanding,  but  must  be  taken  in  con- 
nection with  Part  IV.,  especially  with  the  section  on  *  Scep- 
ticism with  regard  to  the  Senses ; '  not  upon  the  plan  of  dis- 
crediting a  principle  by  reference  to  the  '  dangerous '  nature 
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of  its  consequences,  but  because  the  final  doctrine  brings  out  This 

the  inconsistencies  lurking  in  that  assumed  to  begin  with.  ^^^^ 

On  this  side  of  his  scepticism  Hume  mainly  followed  the  Berkeley, 

orthodox  Berkeley,  of  whose  criticism  of  Locke,  made  vrith 

a  Yery  different  purpose,  some  account  must  first  be  given. 

The  connection  between  the  two  authors  is  instructive  in 

many  ways  ;  not  least  as  showing  that  when  the  most  pious 

theological  purpose  expresses  itself  in  a  doctrine  resting  on 

an  inadequate  philosophical  principle,  it  is  the  principle  and 

not  the  purpose  that  will  regulate  the  permanent  effect  of 

the  doctrine.  /  a  -  ^ 

155.  Berkeley's  treatises,  we  must  remember,  though  pro-  Berkeley's 
fessedly  philosophical,  really  form  a  theological  polemic.   He  "^^^j^ 
wrote  as  the  champion  of  orthodox  Christianity   against  making 
'  mathematical  atheism,'  and,  like  others  of  his  order,  content  ^^^V^*^' 
with  the  demolition  of  the  rival  stronghold,  did  not  stay  to 
enquire  whether  his  own  untempered  mortar  could  really 
hold  together  the  fabric  of  knowledge  and  rational  religion 
which  he  sought  to  maintain.     He  found  practical  ungodli- 
ness and  immorality  excusing  themselves  by  a  theory  of  *  ma- 
terialism ' — ^a  theory  which  made  the  whole  conscious  expe- 
rience of  man  dependent  upon  *  unperceiving  matter.*    This, 
whatever  it  might  be,  was  not  an  object  which  man  could 
love  or  reverence,  or  to  which  he  could  think  of  himself  as 
accountable.     Berkeley,  full  of  devout  zeal  for  God  and  man, 
and  not  without  a  tincture  of  clerical  party-spirit  (as  appears 
in  his  heat  against  Shaftesbury,  whom  he  ought  to  have  re- 
garded as  a  philosophical  yoke-fellow),  felt  that  it  must  be 
got  rid  of.     He  saw,  or  thought  he  saw,  that  the  ^new  way 
of  ideas '  had  only  to  be  made  consistent  with  itself,  and  the 
oppressive  shadow  must  vanish.     Ideas,  according  to  that 
new  way  (or,  to  speak  less  ambiguously,  feelings)  make  up 
our  experience,  and  they  are  not  matter.     Let  us  get  rid, 
then,  of  the  self-contradictory  assumption  that  they  are  either 
copies  of  matter — copies  of  that,  of  which  it  is  the  sole  and 
simple  differentia  that  it   is   not  an  idea,  or  its  effects-— 
effects  of  that  which  can  only  be  described  as  the  unknown 
opposite  of  the  only  efficient  power  with  which  we  are  ac- 
quainted— and  what  becomes  of  the  philosopher's  blind  and 
dead  substitute  for  the  living  and  knowing  God  ?     It  was 
one  thing,  however,  to  show  the  contradictions  involved  in 
Locke's  doctrine  of  matter,  another  effectively  to  replace 
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it.  To  the  latter  end  Berkeley  cannot  be  said  to  have  made 
any  permanent  contribntion.  That  explicit  reduction  of 
ideas  to  feelings  ^  particular  in  time/  which  was  his  great 
weapon  of  destruction,  was  incompatible  with  his  doing  so. 
He  adds  nothing  to  the  philosophy,  which  he  makes  con- 
sistent with  itself,  while  by  making  it  consistent  he  empties 
it  of  three  parts  of  its  suggestiveness.  Hig_doctrine,  in  shorty 
.  is  merely  Locke  purged,  and  Locke  purged^sjioJLiocke. 
What  is  166.  The  question  which  he  mainly  dealt  with  may  be  stated 

relation  of  ^^  general  terms  as  that  of  the  relation  between  the  mind  and 
mind  and    the  external  world.     Under  this  general  statement,  however, 
matter?      g^j,^  covered  several  distinct  questions,  the  confusion  between 
which  has  been  a  great  snare  for  philosophers — questions  as 
to  the  relations  (a)  between  a  sensitive  and  non-sensitive 
body,  (6)  between  thought  and  its  object,  (c)  between  thought 
and  something  only  qualified  as  the  negation  of  thought. 
The  last  question,  it  will  be  observed,  is  what  the  second 
becomes  upon  a  certain  notion  being  formed  of  what  the 
object  of  thought  must  be.   Upon  this  notion  being  discarded 
a  further  question  (d),  also  covered  by  the  above  general 
statement,  must  still  remain  as  to  the  relation  between 
thought,  as  in  each  man,  and  the  world  which  he  does  not 
make,  but  which,  in  some  sort,  makes  him  what  he  is.     In 
what  follows,  these  questions,  for  the  sake  of  brevity,  will  be 
referred  to  symbolically. 
ConfusiopB      157.  Locke's  doctrine  of  matter,  as  we  have  seen,  involves 
Lwke*8^^°  a  confusion  between  (a)  and  (6).     The  feeling  of  touch  in 
material-     virtue  of  an  intellectual  interpretation — intdleduaX  because 
""^  implying  the  action  of  the  mind  as  (according  to  Locke)  the 

source  of  ideas  of  relation — becomes  the  idea  of  solidity,  i.e. 
the  idea  of  a  relation  between  bodies  in  the  way  of  impulse 
and  resistance.  But  the  function  of  the  intellect  in  con- 
stituting the  relation  is  ignored.  Under  cover  of  the 
ambiguous  *  idea^Lwiich  stands  alike  for  a  nervous  irrita- 
tion and^  the  intellectual  interpretation  thereof,  the  feeling 
of  touch  and  conception  of  solidity  are  treated  as  one  and  the 
same.  Thus  the  true  conceived  outwardness  of  body  to  body 
— an  outwardness  which  thought,  as  the  source  of  relations, 
can  alone  constitute — ^becomes  first  an  imaginary /ett  out- 
wardness of  body  to  the  organs  of  touch,  and  then,  by  a 
further  fallacy — these  organs  being  confused  with  the  mind 
-an  outwardness  of  body  to  mind,  which  we  need  only  kick 
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a  stone  to  be :  sure  of.  Meanwhile  the  consideration  of 
question  (df)  necessitates  the  belief  that  the  real  world  does 
not  come  and  go  with  each  man's  fleeting  consciousness, 
and  no*  distinction  being  recognised  between  consciousness 
as  fleeting  and  consciousness  as  pei^nanent,  or  between  feel** 
ing  and  thought,  the  real  world  conies  to  be  regarded  as  the 
absolute  opposite  of  thought  and  its  work.  This  opposition 
combines  with  the  supposed  externality  of  bodj  to  mind  to 
give  the  notion  that  bodj  is  the  real.  The  qualities  which 
^  the  mind  finds  inseparable  from  bodj '  thus  become  quali- 
ties which  would  exist  all  the  same  ^  whether  there  were  a 
perceiving  mind  or  no,'  and  are  primarily  real ;  T^hile  such  as 
consist  in  our  feelings,  though  real  in  so  far  as,  'not  being  of 
our  own  making,  they  imply  the  action  of  things  without 
us,'  are  yet  only  secondarily  so  because  this  action  is  relative 
to  something  which  is  not  body.  Then,  finally,  by  a  re- 
newed confusion  of  the  relation  between  thought  and  its 
object  with  that  between  body  and  body,  qualities,  which  are 
credited  with  a  j^rinfary  reality  as  independent  of  and  anti- 
theticial'  to  the  mind,  are  brought  within  it  again  as  ideas. 
They  are  supposed  to  copy  themselves  upon  it  by  impact  and 
impression ;  and  that  not  in  touch  merely,  but  (visual  feel- 
ings being  interpreted  by  help  of  the  same  conception)  in 
sight  also. 

1 58.  Such  '  materialism '  invites  two  difPerent  methods  of  Two  ways 
attack.     On  the  one  hand  its  recognised  principle,  that  all  of  dealing 
intellectual  *  superinduction '  upon  simple  feeling  is  a  de-  Berkeley 
parture  from  the  real,  may  be  insisted  on,  and  it  may  be  chDoeesthe 
shown  that  it  is  only  by  such  superinduction  that  simple  S)^^(rafl. 
feeling  becomes  a  feeling  of  body.    Matter,  then,  with  all 
its  qualities,  is  a  fiction  except  so  far  as  these  can  be  re- 
duced to  simple  feelings.    Such  in  substance  was  Berkeley's 
short  method  with  the  materialists.    In  his  early  life  it 
seemed  to  him    sufficient   for   the  purposes    of   orthodox 
'spiritualism,'  because,  having  posed  the  materiaUst,  he 
took  the  moral  and  spiritual  attributes  of  God  as  '  revealed,' 
without  enquiring  into  the  possibility  of  such  revelation  to 
a  merely  sensitive  consciousness.      As  he  advanced,  other 
questions,  fatal  to  the  constructive  value  of  his  original 
method,  began  to  force  themselves  upon  him.    Granting 
that  intellectual  superinduction = fiction,  how  is  the  fiction 
possible  to  a  mind  which  cannot  originate  P    Exclude  from 
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reality  all  that  sucli  fiction  constitutes,  and  what  remains  to 
be  real  P  These  questions,  however,  though  their  effect  on 
his  mind  appears  in  the  later  sections  of  his  '  Siris,'  he  never 
sjstematicallj  pursued.  He  thus  missed  the  true  method 
of  attack  on  materialism — ^the  only  one  that  does  not  build 
again  that  which  it  destroys — the  method  which  allows  that 
matter  is  real  but  only  so  in  virtue  of  that  intellectual  super- 
induction  upon  feeling  without  which  there  could  be  for  us 
no  reality  at  all :  that  thus  it  is  indeed  opposed  to  thought, 
but  only  by  a  position  which  is  thought^s  own  act.  For  the 
development  of  such  views  Berkeley  had  not  patience  in  his 
youth  nor  leisure  in  his  middle  life.  Whatever  he  may  have 
suggested,  all  that  he  logically  achieved  was  an  exposure  of 
the  equivocation  between  feeling  and  felt  body ;  and  of  this 
the  next  result,  as  appears  in  Hume,  was  a  doctrine  which 
indeed  delivers  mind  from  dependence  on  matter,  but  only 
by  reducing  it  in  effect  to  a  succession  of  feelings  which 
cannot  know  themselves. 
His  ac-  159.  It  was  upon  the  extension  of  the  metaphor  of  impres- 

th^"^^  ^  ®^^^  *^  sight  as  well  as  touch,  and  the  consequent  notion 
tionbe-  that  body,  with  its  inseparable  qualities,  revealed  itself 
^Y^  ,  through  both  senses,  that  Berkeley  first  fastened.  Is  it 
tangible  evident,  as  Locke  supposed  it  to  be,  that  men  'perceive  by 
extenflion.  their  sight'  not  colours  merely,  but  *a  distance  between 
bodies  of  different  colours  and  between  parts  of  the  same 
body ' ;  Mn  other  words,  situation  and  magnitude  P  To 
show  that  they  do  not  is  the  purpose  of  Berkeley's  *  Essay 
towards  a  new  Theory  of  Vision.'  He  starts  fit)m  two 
principles  which  he  takes  as  recognised:  one,  that  the 
*  proper  and  immediate  object  of  sight  is  colour';  the  other, 
that  distance  from  the  eye,  or  distance  in  the  line  of  vision, 
is  not  immediately  seen.  If,  then,  situation  and  magnitude 
are  '  properly  and  immediately '  seen,  they  must  be  qualities 
of  colour.  Now  in  one  sense,  according  to  Berkeley,  they  are 
so :  in  other  words,  there  is  such  a  thing  as  visible  extension. 
We  see  lights  and  colours  in  *  sundry  situations  *  as  well  as 
'  in  degrees  of  faintness  and  clearness,  confusion  and  dis- 
tinctness.' ( Theory  of  Vision,  sec.  77.)  We  also  see  objects 
as  made  up  of  certain  *  quantities  of  coloured  points,'  i.e. 
as  having  visible  magnitude.     (Ibid.  sec.  54.)     But  situation 

*  Locke,  Essay  n.  chap.  xiii.  sec.  2. 
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and  magnitude  as  visibh  are  not  external,  not  '  qualities  of  We  do  not 
body/  nor  do  they  represent  by  any  necessary  connection  the  J^Jj^** 
situation  and  magnitude  that  are  truly  qualities  of  body,  the  mind. 
<  without  the  mind  and  at  a  distance/  These  are  tangible. 
Distance  in  all  its  forms — as  distance  from  the  eye ;  as  dis* 
tance  between  parts  of  the  same  body,  or  magnitude ;  and  as 
distance  of  body  from  body,  or  situation — is  tangible.  What 
a  man  means  when  he  says  that  *  he  sees  this  or  that  thing 
at  a  distance '  is  that '  what  he  sees  sug^gests  to  his  under- 
standing  that  after  haying  passed  a  ce^  distance,  to  be 
measured  by  the  motion  of  his  body  which  is  perceivable  by 
touch,  he  shall  come  to  perceive  such  and  such  tangible 
ideas  which  have  been  usually  connected  with  such  and  such 
visible  ideas '  (Ibid.  sec.  45).  On  the  same  principle  we  are 
said  to  see  the  magnitude  and  situation  of  bodies.'  Owing 
to  long  experience  of  the  connection  of  these  tangible  ideas 
with  visible  ones,  the  magnitude  of  the  latter  and  their 
deg^rees  of  faintness  and  clearness,  of  confusion  and  distinct- 
ness, enable  us  to  form  a  ^  sudden  and  true '  estimate  of  the 
magnitude  of  the  former  (t.«.  of  bodies);  even  as  visible 
situation  enables  us  to  form  a  like  estimate  of  the  '  situa- 
tion of  things  outward  and  tangible'  (Ibid.  sees.  56  and  99). 
The  connection,  however,  between  the  twoj  sets  of  ideas, » 
Berkeley  insists,  is  habitual  only,  not  nec^sary.  As  Hume  ' 
afterwards  said  of  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect,  it  is  not 
constituted  by  the  nature  of  the  ideas  related.^  The  visible 
ideas,  that  as  a  matter  of  fact  ^  suggest  to  us  the  various 
magnitudes  of  external  objects  before  we  touch  them,  might 
have  suggested  no  such  thing.'  That  would  really  have  been 
the  case  had  our  eyes  been  so  framed  as  that  the  maximum 
visibile  should  be  less  than  the  mmimvm  tangibile ;  and,  as 
a  matter  of  constant  experience,  the  greater  visible  extension 
suggests  sometimes  a  greater,  sometimes  a  less,  tangible  ex- 
tension according  to  the  degree  of  its  strength  or  faintness, 
'  being  in  its  own  nature  equally  fitted  to  bring  into  our  minds 
the  idea  of  small  or  great  or  no  size  at  all,  just  as  the  words 
of  a  language  are  in  their  own  nature  indifferent  to  signify 
this  or  that  thing,  or  nothing  at  all.'     (Ibid.  sees.  62-64.) 

160.  So  far,  then,  the  conclusion  merely  is  that  body  as  nor  yet 
external,  and  space  as  a  relation  between  bodies  or  parts  of  ^^^  ^^^' 
a  body,  are  not  both  seen  and  felt,  but  felt  only ;  in  other 

>  See  below,  paragraph  283. 
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The  *e«s6'  words,  that  it  is  only  through  the  organs  of  touch  that  we 
of  body  IB    receive,  strictly  speaking,  impressions  from*  vrithout.    This 
cipi.'^^*     is  all  that  the  Essay  on  Vision  goes  to  show ;  but  according- 
to  the  *  Principles  of  Human  Knowledge'  this  conclusion 
was  merely  provisional.    The  object  of  touch  does  not,  any- 
more than  the  object  of  sight,  *  exist  without  the  mind,'  nor 
is  it  *  the  image  of  an  external  thing.'     '  In  strict  truth  the 
ideas  of  sight,  when  by  them  we  apprehend  distance  and 
things  placed  at  a  distance,  do  not  suggest  or  mark  out  to 
us  things  actually  existing  at  a  distance,  but  only  admonish 
us  what  ideas  of  touch  will  be  imprinted  in  our  minds  at 
such  and  such  distances  of  time,  and  in  consequence  of  such 
and  such  actions '  (^  Principles  of  H.  K.'  sec.  44).    Whether, 
then,  we  speak  of  visible  or  tangible  objects,  the  object  w  the 
idea,  its  ^  esse  is  the  percipi.'     Body  is  not  a  thing  separate 
from  the  idea  of  touch,  yet  revealed  by  it ;  so  far  as  it  exists 
at  all,  it  must  either  be  that  idea  or  be  a  succession  of  ideas 
of  which  that  idea  is  suggestive.     It  foUows  that  the  notion 
of  t}I6^veiftl  which  identifies  it  with  matter,  as  something  ex- 
ternal to  and  independent  of  consciousness,  and  which  derives 
the  reality  of  ideas  from  their  relation  to  body  as  thus  out- 
ward, must  disappear.    Must  not,  then,  the  distinction  be- 
tween the  real  and  fantastic,  between  dreams  and  facts, 
disappear  with  it?      What  meaning  is   there  in  asking 
whether  any  given  idea  is  real  or  not,  unless  a  reference  is 
implied  to  something  other  than  the  idea  itself  P 
What  then       1^0.  Berkeley's  theory,  no  less  than  Locke's,  requires  such 
becomes  of  reference.     He  insists,  as  much  as  Locke  does,  on  the  differ- 
bltwe^^"^   ence  between  ideas  of  imagination  which  do,  and  those  of 
reality  and   sense  which  do  not,  depend  on  our  own  will.     *  It  is  no 
fency  ?        more  than  willing,  and  straightway  this  or  that  idea  arises 
in  my  fancy ;  and  by  the  same  power  it  is  obliterated  and 
makes  way  for  another.'     But  *  when  in  broad  daylight  I 
open  my  eyes,  it  is  not  in  my  power  to  choose  whether  I 
shall  see  or  no,  or  to  determine  what  particular  objects  shall 
present  themselves  to  my  view.'    Moreover  *the  ideas  of 
sense  are  more  strong,  lively,  and  distinct  than  those  of  the 
imagination ;  they  have  likewise  a  steadiness,  order,  and 
coherence,  and  are  not  excited  at  random  as  those  which  are 
the  effects  of  human  wills  often  are,  but  in  a  regular  train 
and  series'   (Ibid.  sees.   28-80).    These  characteristics  of 
ideas  of  sense,  however,  do  not  with  Berkeley,  any  more  than 
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-with  Locke,  properly  speaking,  constitute  their  reality.  This 
lies  in  their  relation  to  something  else,  of  which  these  cha- 
racteristics are  the  tests.  The  difference  between  the  two 
writers  lies  in  their  seyeral  views  as  to  what  this  '  something 
else  *  is.  With  Locke  it  was  body  or  matter,  as  proximately, 
though  in  subordination  to  the  Divine  Will,  the  *  imprinter  * 
of  those  most  lively  ideas  which  we  cannot  make  for  our- 
selves. His  followers  insisted  on  the  proximate,  while  they 
ignored  the  ultimate,  reference.  Hence,  as  Berkeley  con- 
ceived, their  Atheism,  which  he  could  cut  from  under  their  feet 
by  the  simple  plan  of  eliminating  the  proximate  reference 
altogether,  and  thus  showing  that  God,  not  matter,  is  the  im- 
mediate '  imprinter '  of  ideas  on  the  senses  and  the  suggester 
of  such  ideas  of  imagination  as  the  ideas  of  sense,  in  virtue  of 
habitual  association,  constantly  introduce  (Ibid.  sec.  33). 

171.  To  eliminate  the  reference  to  matter  might  seem  to  The  real = 
be  more  easy  than  to  substitute  for  it  a  reference  to  God.  ^^  ^^**' 
If  the  object  of  the  idea  is  only  the  idea  itself,  does  not  all  causes. 
determination  by  relation  logically  disappear  from  the  idea, 
except  (perhaps)  such  as  consists  in  the  fact  of  its  sequence 

or  antecedence  to  other  ideas  ?  This  issue  was  afterwards  to 
be  tried  by  Hume — with  what  consequences  to  science  and 
religion  we  shall  see.  Berkeley  avoids  it  by  insisting  that 
the  *  percipi,'  to  which  '  esse '  is  equivalent,  implies  reference 
to  a  mind.  At  first  sight  this  reference,  as  common  to  all 
ideas  alike,  would  not  seem  to  avail  much  as  a  basis  either 
for  a  distinction  between  the  real  and  fantastic  or  for  any 
Theism  except  such  as  would  *  entitle  God  to  all  our  fancies.' 
If  it  is  to  serve  Berkeley's  purpose,  we  must  suppose  the  idea 
to  carry  with  it  not  merely  a  relation  to  mind  but  a  relation 
to  it  as  its  effect,  and  the  conscious  subject  to  carry  with 
him  such  a  distinction  between  his  own  mind  and  God's  as 
leads  him  to  refer  his  ideas  to  God's  mind  as  their  cause  when 
they  are  lively,  distinct  and  coherent,  but  when  they  are  other- 
wise, to  his  own.  And  this,  in  substance,  is  Berkeley's  sup- 
position. To  show  the  efficient  power  of  mind  he  appeals  to 
our  consciousness  of  ability  to  produce  at  will  ideas  of  im- 
agination ;  to  show  that  there  is  a  divine  mind,  distinct 
from  our  own,  he  appeals  to  our  consciousness  of  inability  to  | 
produce  ideas  of  sense.  jg  j^  ^j^^^ 

172.  Even  those  least  disposed  to  '  vanquish  Berkeley  with  asucces- 
a  grin  *  have  found  his  doctrine  of  the  real,  which  is  also  his  J^w,  f 
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doctrine  of  God,  '  unsatisfactory.*    By  the  real  world  they 
are  accustomed  to  understand  something  which — at  least  in 
respect  of  its  *  elements '  or  *  conditions '  or  '  laws ' — perma- 
nently is;  though  the  combinations  of  the  elements,  the 
events  which  flow  from  the  conditions,  the  manifestations  of 
the  laws,  may  never  be  at  one  time  what  they  will  be  at  the 
next.     But  according  to  the  Berkeleian  doctrine  the  perma* 
nent  seems  to  disappear :  the  '  is '   gives  place  to  a  ^  has 
been '  and  *  will  be.'    If  I  say  {Suktuc&s)  *  there  is  a  body,*  I 
must  mean  according  to  it  that  a  feeling  has  just  occurred 
to  me,  which  has  been  so  constantly  followed  by  certain  other 
feelings  that  it  suggests  a  lively  expectation  of  these.     Tbe 
suggestive  feeling  alone  is,  and  it  is  ceasing  to  be.     If  this  is 
the   true  account  of  propositions  suggested  by  everyone's 
constantly-recurrent  experience,  what  are  we  to  make  of 
scientific  truths,  e.g.  ^  a  body  will  change  its  place  sooner 
than  let  another  enter  it,*  'planets  move  in  ellipses,*  'the 
square  on  the  hypotheneuse  is  equal  to  the  squares  on  the 
sides.*     In  these  cases,  too,   does  the  present  reality  lie 
merely  in  a  feeling  experienced  by  this  or  that  scientific  man, 
and  to  him  suggestive  of  other  feelings  9    Does  the  proposi- 
tion that  'planets  move  in  ellipses'  mean  that  to  some 
watcher  of  the  skies,  who  understands  Kepler's  laws,  a  cer- 
tain perception  of '  visible  extension  *  {i.e.  of  colour  or  light 
and  shade)  not  only  suggests,  as  to  others,  a  particular 
expectation  of  other  feelings,  which  expectation  is  called  a 
planet,  but  a  further  expectation,  not  shared  by  the  multitude, 
of  feelings  suggesting  successive  situations  of  the  visible  ex- 
tension, which  further  expectation  is  called  elliptical  motion? 
Such  an  explanation  of  general  propositions  would  be  a  form 
of  the  doctrine  conveniently  named  after  Protagoras — ^aKf)6h 
h  iKoartp  iKaoTOTs  BoKtl^ — a  doctrine  which  the  vindicators 
of  Berkeley  are  careful  to  tell  us  we  must  not  confound  with 
his.    The  question,  however,  is  not  whether  Berkeley  him- 
self admits  the  doctrine,  but  whether  or  no  it  is  the  logical 
consequence  of  the  method  which  he  uses  for  the  overthrow 
of  materialists  and  '  mathematical  Atheists '  P 
Berkeley   '|     173.  His  purpose  was  the  maintenance  of  Theism,  and  a 
from  wn-^  true  instinct  told  him  that  pure  Theism,  as  distinct  from 
fusion      •  nature-worship  and  dromonism,  has  no  philosophical  founda- 
Songht  j  j^^^^y  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  there  is  nothing  real  apart 
and  feel- i  j  from  thought.    But  in  the  hurry  of  theological  advocacy. 
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and  tinder  the  inflnence  of  a  misleading  terminology,  he] 
failed  to  distinguish  this  tme  proposition — there  is  nothing/ 
real  apart  from  thought — ^from  this  false  one,  its  virtaall 
contradictory — ^there  is  nothing  other  than  feeling.    The 
confnsion  was  coyered,  if  not  caused,  by  the  ambiguity,  often 
noticed,  in  the  use  of  the  term  *  idea.'    This  to  Berkeley's 
generation  stood  alike  for  feeling  proper,  which  to  the  subject 
that  merely  feels  is  neither  outer  nor  inner,  because  not  re- 
ferring itself  to  either  mind  or  thing,  and  for  conception,  or 
an  object  thought  of  under  relations.    According  to  Locke, 
pain,  colour,  solidity,  are  all  ideas  equaUy  with  each  other  and 
equally  with  the  idea  q/'pain,  idea  of  colour,  idea  of  solidity. 
If  all  alike,  however,  were  feelings  proper,  there  would  be  no 
world  either  to  exist  or  be  spoken  of.    Locke  virtually  saves  it 
by  two  suppositions,  each  incompatible  with  the  equivalence 
of  idea  to  feeling,  and  implying  the  conversion  of  it  into  con^ 
ception  as  above  defined.   One  is  that  there  are  abstract  ideas ; 
the  other  that  there  are  primary  qualities  of  which  ideas  are 
copies,  but  which  do  not  come  and  go  with  our  feelings.    The 
latter  supposition  gives  a  world  that  'i*eally  exists,'  the  former 
a  world  that  may  be  known  and  spoken  of;  but  neither  can 
maintain  itself  without  a  theory  of  conception  which  is  not 
forthcoming  in  Locke  himself.    We  need  not  traverse  again 
the  contradictions  which  according  to  his  statement  they 
involve— -contradictions  which,  under  whatever  disguise,  must 
attach  to  every  philosophy  that  admits  a  reality  either  in  PorLoeke's 
things  as  apart  from  thought  or  in  thought  as  apart  from  'idea  of  a 
things,  and  only  disappear  when  the  thing  as  thought  of,  and  roiSSitutM 
through  thought  individualised  by  the  relations  which  consti-  'idea' 
tote  its  community  with  the  universe,  is  recognised  as  alone  ■^"P^y 
the  real.    Misled  by  the  phrase  '  idea  of  a  thing,'  we  fancy 
that  idea  and  thing  have  each  a  separate  reality  of  their  own, 
and  then  puzzle  ourselves  with  questions  as  to  how  the  idea 
can  represent  the  thing — how  the  ideas  of  primary  qualities 
can  be  copies  of  them,  and  how,  if  the  real  thing  of  experience 
be  merely  individual,  a  general  idea  can  be  abstracted  from  ' 
it.  These  questions  Berkeley  asked  and  found  unanswerable. 
There  were  then  two  ways  of  dealing  with  them  before  him. 
One  was  to  supersede  them  by  a  truer  view  of  thought  and 
its  object,  as  together  in  essential  correlation  constituting  the  , 
real ;  but  this  way  he  did  not  take.    The  other  was  to  avoid 
them  by  merging  both  thing  and  idea  in  the  indifference  of 
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Which,  if 
idea  ^  feel- 
ing, does 
away  with 
space  and 
lK)dy. 


Redoes 
not  even 
retain 
them  as 
'  abstract 
ideas,' 


simple  feeling.  For  a  merely  sentient  being,  it  is  true — for 
one  who  did  not  think  upon  his  feelings — the  oppositions  of 
inner  and  outer,  of  subjective  and  objective,  of  fEintastic  and 
real,  would  not  exist;  but  neither  would  knowledge  or  a 
world  to  be  known.  That  such  oppositions,  misunderstood, 
may  be  a  heavy  burden  on  the  human  spirit,  the  experience 
of  Lrrent  conSoversy  and  its  spiritual  'effects.  mighV  alone 
suffice  to  convince  us ;  but  the  pliilosophical  deliverance  can 
only  lie  in  the  recognition  of  thought  as  their  author,  not  in 
the  attempt  to  obliterate  them  by  the  reduction  of  thought 
and  its  world  to  feeling — an  attempt  which  contradicts  itself, 
since  it  virtually  admits  their  existence  while  it  renders  them 
unaccountable. 

1 74.  That  Berkeley's  was  such  an  attempt,  looking  merely 
to  his  treatment  of  primary  qualities  and  abstract  ideas,  we 
certainly  could  not  doubt :  though,  since  language  does  not 
allow  of  its  consistent  statement,  and  Berkeley  was  quite 
ready  to  turn  the  exigencies  of  language  to  account,  passages 
logically  incompatible  with  it  may  easily  be  found  in  him. 
The  hasty  reader,  when  he  is  told  that  body  or  distance  are 
suggested  by  feelings  of  sight  and  touch  rather  than  immedi- 
ately seen,  accepts  the  doctrine  without  scruple,  because  he 
supposes  that  which  is  suggested  to  be  a  present  reality, 
though  not  at  present  felt.  But  if  not  &t  present  felt  it  is 
not  according  to  Berkeley  an  idea,  therefore  '  without  the 
mind,'  therefore  an  impossibility.*  That  which  is  suggested, 
then,  must  itself  be  a  feeling  which  consists  in  the  expecta- 
tion of  other  feelings.  Distance,  and  body,  as  aitggeate^,  can  be 
no  more  than  such  an  expectation ;  and  as  acimxliy  ^ieimg, 
no  more  than  the  actual  succession  of  the  expected  feelings — 
a  succession  of  which,  as  of  every  succession,  *  no  two  parts 
exist  together.'  ^  There  is  no  time,  then,  at  which  it  can  be 
said  that  distance  and  body  exist. 

176.  This,  it  may  seem,  however  inconsistent  with  the 
doctrine  of  primary  qualities,  is  littie  more  than  the  result 
which  Locke  himself  comes  to  in  his  Fourth  Book ;  since,  if 
*  actual  present  succession'  forms  our  only  knowledge  of  real 
existence,  there  could  be  no  time  at  which  distance  and  body 
might  be  known  as  really  existing.    But  Locke,  as  we  have 

*  Beference  is  hero  merely  made  to  and  '  relations '  as  objects  of  knowledge 

the  doctrine  bv  which  Berkeley  disposes  being  postponed, 

of  '  matter/  the  consideration  of  its  re-  '  Locke,  Book  ii.  chap,  xy.  sec.  1« 
concilability  m\h  his  doctrine  of  *  spirits' 


WHAT  THEN  BECOMES  OF  THE  WORLD?  143 

seen,  is  able  to  save  mathematical,  thongli  not  physical,  know- 
ledge from  the  consequences  of  this  admission  bj  his  doctrine 
of  abstract  ideas — 'ideas  removed  in  our  thoughts  from  parti- 
cular existence' — ^whose  agreement  or  disagreement  is  stated 
in  propositions  which  *  concern  not  existence,'  and  for  that 
reason  may  be  general  without  becoming  either  uncertain  or 
uninstmctiye.  This  doctrine  Berkeley  expressly  rejects  on 
the  ground  that  he  could  not  perceive  separately  that  which 
could  not  exist  separately  (*  Principles  of  Human  Knowledge,' 
Introduction,  sec.  10) ;  a  groimd  which  to  the  ordinary  reader 
seems  satisfactory  because  he  has  no  doubt,  and  Berkeley's 
instances  do  not  suggest  a  doubt,  as  to  the  present  existence 
of  ^  individual  objects ' — this  man,  this  horse,  this  body.  But 
with  Berkeley  to  exist  means  to  be  felt  (^  Principles  of  Human 
Knowledge,'  sec.  3),  and  the  feelings,  which  I  name  a  body, 
being  successive,  its  existence  must  be  in  succession  likewise. 
The  limitation,  then,  of  possibility  of  '  conception'  by  possi- 
bility of  existence,  means  that '  conception,'  too,  is  reduced 
to  a  succession  of  feelings. 

176.  Berkeley,  then,  as  a  consequence  of  the  methods  by  OntBe 
which  he  disposes  at  once  of  the  'real  existence  *  and  *  abstract  ^^  J^' 
idea  of  matter,'  has  to  meet  the  following  questions  : — How  pcmanent 
are  either  reality  or  knowledge  possible  without  permanent  'f' **!j°f. 
relations?  and.  How  can  feelings,  of  which  one  is  over  before  appear.  "' 
the  next  begins,  constitute  or  represent  a  world  of  permanent 
relations?    The  difficulty  becomes  more  obvious,  though  not 
more  serious,  when  the  relations  in  question  are  not  merely 
themselves  permanent,  as  are  those  between  natural  pheno- 
mena, but  are  relations  between  permanent  parts  like  those  of 
space.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  its  doctrine  of  geometry  is  the 
most  easily  assailable  point  of  the  '  sensational '  philosophy. 
Locke  distinguishes  the  ideas  of  space  and  of  duration  as 
got,  the  one  from  the  permanent  parts  of  space,  the  other 
*  from  the  fleeting  and  perpetually  perishing  parts  of  succes- 
sion.' *    He  afterwards  prefers  to  oppose  the  term  *  expansion' 
to  *  duration,'  as  bringing  out  more  clearly  than  *  space '  the 
opposition  of  relation  between  permanent  facts  to  that  be- 
tween *  fleeting  successive  facts  which  never  exist  together.' 
How,  then,  can  a  consciousness,  consisting  simply  of  *  fleeting 
successive  facts,'  either  be  or  represent  that  of  which  the   . . 
differentia  is  that  its  facts  are  permanent  and  co-exist  ?  { 

>  Book  n.  chap.  ziv.  sec.  1. 
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177,  This  crucial  question  in  regard  to  extension  does  not 
seem  even  to  have  suggested  itself  to  Berkeley.  The  reason 
why  is  not  far  to  seek.  Professor  Eraser,  in  his  valuable 
edition,    represents   him  as  meaning  by  visible  extension 

*  coloured  experience  in  sense,'  and  by  tangible  extension 

*  resistent  experience  in  sense.*  *  No  fault  can  be  found  with 
this  interpretation,  but  the  essential  question,  which  Berkeley- 
does  not  fairly  meet,  is  whether  the  experience  in  each  case 
is  complete  in  a  single  feeliT\g  or  consists  in  a  succession  of 

^  5^uw^>JJ^-A-  feelings.     If  in  a  single  feeling,  it  clearly  is  not  extension,  as 

a  relation  between  parts,  at  all ;  if  in  a  succession  of  feelings, 
it  is  only  extension  because  a  synthetic  principle,  which  is 
not  itself  one  of  the  feelings,  but  equally  present  to  them  all, 
transforms  them  into  permanent  parts  of  which  each  quali- 
fies the  other  by  outwardness  to  it.  Berkeley  does  not  see 
the  necessity  of  such  a  principle,  because  he  allows  himself 
to  suppose  extension — at  any  rate  visible  extension — to  be 
coDstituted  by  a  single  feeling.  Having  first  pronounced  that 
the  proper  object  of  sight  is  colour,  he  quietly  substitutes  for 
this  sitiiations  of  colour,  degrees  of  strength  and  faintness  in 
colour,  and  quantities  of  coloured  points,  as  if  these,  inter- 
changeably with  mere  colour,  were  properly  objects  of  sight 
and  perceived  in  single  acts  of  vision.  Now  if  by  object  of 
sight  were  meant  something  other  than  the  sensation  itself — 
something  which  to  a  thinking  being  it  suggests  as  its  cause 
— there  would  be  no  harm  in  this  language,  but  neither 
would  there  be  any  ground  for  saying  that  the  proper  object 
of  sight  is  colour,  for  distinguishing  visible  from  tangible 
extension,  or  for  denying  that  the  outwardness  of  body  to 
body  is  seen.  Such  restrictions  and  distinctions  have  no 
meaning,  unless  by  sight  is  meant  the  nervous  irritation, 
the  afiFection  of  the  visual  organ,  as  it  is  to  a  merely  feeling 
subject ;  yet  in  the  very  passages  where  he  makes  them,  by 
saying  that  we  see  situations  and  degrees  of  colour,  and  quan- 
tities of  coloured  points,  Berkeley  converts  sight  into  a  judg- 
ment of  extensive  and  intensive^ quantity.  He  thus  fails  to 
discern  that  the  transition  from  colour  to  coloured  extension 
cannot  be  made  without  on  the  one  hand  either  the  presen- 


*  See  Fraser's  Berkeley,  *  Tlieory  of 
Vision/  note  42.  I  may  here  say  that 
I  have  gone  into  less  detail  in  my  ac- 
count  of  Berkeley's  system  tlian  I  should 


otherwise  have  thought  necessary,  be- 
cause Professor  Fraser  has  supplied,  in 
the  vrsLj  of  explanation  of  it,  all  that  a 
student  can  require. 
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tation  of  snccessive  pictures  or  (wluch  comes  to  the  same) 
successiye  acts  of  attention  to  a  single  picture,  and  on  the 
other  hand  a  synthesis  of  the  successiye  presentations  as  mu- 
tuaUj  qualified  parts  of  a  whole.  In  other  words^  he  ignores 
the  work  of  thought  involved  in  the  constitution  alike  of 
coloured  and  tangible  extension,  and  in  virtue  of  which  alone 
either  is  extension  at  all. 

178.  But  though  he  does  not  scruple  to  substitute  for  colour  StiU  he 
situations  and  quantities  of  coloured  points,  these  do  not  with  *^«"tsthat 
him  constitute  space,  which  he  takes  according  to  Locke's  constitiited 
account  of  it  to  be  *  distance  between  bodies  or  parts  of  the  ^y  *  "^^ 
same  body.'    This,  according  to  his  *  Theory  of  Vision,*  is  foeliDgg. 
tangible  extension,  and  this  again  is  alone  the  object  of  geo- 
metry. As  in  that  treatise  a  difference  is  still  supposed  between 
tangible  extension  and  the  feeling  of  touch,  the  question  does 

not  there  necessarily  arise  whether  the  tactual  experience,  that 
constitutes  this  extension,  is  complete  in  a  single  feeling  or 
only  in  a  succession  of  feelings ;  but  when  in  the  subse- 
quent treatise  the  difference  is  effaced,  it  is  decided  by  impli- 
cation that  the  experience  is  successive :  ^  and  all  received 
modifications  of  the  theory,  which  assign  to  a  locomotive  or 
muscular  sense  the  office  which  Berkeley  roughly  assigned  to 
touch,  make  the  same  implication  still  more  clearly.  Now  in 
the  absence  of  any  recognition  of  a  synthetic  principle,  in 
relation  to  which  the  successive  experience  becomes  what  it 
is  not  in  itself,  this  means  nothing  else  than  that  space  is  a 
succession  of  feelings,  which  again  means  that  space  is  not 
space,  not  a  qualification  of  bodies  or  parts  of  body  by  mutual 
externality,  since  to  such  qualification  it  is  necessary  that 
bodies  or  their  parts  coexist.  Thus,  in  his  hurry  to  get  rid 
of  externality  as  independence  of  the  mind,  he  has  really  got 
rid  of  it  as  a  relation  between  bodies,  and  in  so  doing  (how- 
ever the  result  may  be  disguised)  has  logically  made  a  clean 
sweep  of  geometry  and  physics. 

179.  Of  this  result  he  himself  shows  no  suspicion.    He  if  ao,  it  is 
professes  to  be  able,  without  violence  to  his  doctrine,  to  accept  °o*  "P*^ 
the  sciences  as  they  stand,  except  so  far  as  they  rest  upon  serkeiej 
the  needless  and  immeaning  assimiptions  (as  he  reckoned  thinkBitis 

only  not 
1  *  Pnnciplea  of  Human  Knowledge/      able,  this  maj  have  helped  to  disguise   '  P^^  * 
sec  44.    It  will  be  observed  that  in      from. him  the  full  monstrosity  of  the   space, 
that  passage  Berkeley  uses  the  term      doctrine, '  space  is  a  succession  of  feel- 
'  distance,'  not '  space,'  and  though  with      ings,'  which,  stated  in  that  form,  must 
him  the  terms  are  strictly  interchange-      surely  haye  scandalised  him. 

VOL*  I.  I* 
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Space  and  them)  of  pu/re  space  and  its  infinite  divisibility.  The  trnth 
^n'/or**  seems  to  be  that-— at  any  rate  in  the  state  of  mind  represented 
fall  by  his  earlier  treatises — ^he  was  only  able  to  work  on  the  lines 

together,  yf]^^}^  Locke  had  laid.  It  did  not  occur  to  him  to  treat  the 
primary  qualities  as  relations  constituted  by  thought^  because 
Locke  had  not  done  so.  Locke  having  treated  them  as  ex- 
ternal to  the  mind,  Berkeley  does  so  likewise,  and  for  that 
reason  feels  that  they  must  be  got  rid  of.  The  mode  of  rid- 
dance, again,  was  virtually  determined  for  him  by  Locke. 
Locke  having  admitted  that  they  copied  themselves  in  feelings, 
the  untenable  element  in  this  supposition  had  only  to  be 
dropped  and  they  became  feelings  simply.  It  is  thus  oidy  so  fiar 
as  space  is  supposed  to  exist  after  a  mode  of  which,  according 
to  Locke  himself,  sense  could  take  no  copy — ue.  as  exclusive 
not  merely  of  all  colour  but  of  all  body,  and  as  infinitely  di- 
visible— that  Berkeley  becomes  aware  of  its  incompatibility 
with  his  doctrine.  Pure  space,  or  '  vacuum,'  to  him  means 
space  that  can  not  be  touched — a  tangible  extension  that 
is  not  tangible — and  is  therefore  a  contradiction  in  terms. 
The  notion  that,  though  not  touched,  it  might  be  seen,  he 
excludes,'  apparently  for  the  same  reason  which  prevents 
him  from  allowing  visible  extension  to  be  space  at  all ;  the 
reason,  namely,  that  there  is  no  '  outness'  or  relation  of  ex- 
ternality between  the  parts  of  such  extension.  The  fact  that 
there  can  be  no  such  relation  between  the  successive  feelings 
which  alone,  according  to  him,  constitute  'tangible  extension,' 
he  did  not  see  to  be  equally  fatal  to  the  latter  being  in  any 
true  sense  space.  In  other  words,  he  did  not  see  that  the 
test  of  reduction  to  feeling,  by  which  he  disposed  of  the 
vacutim,  disposed  of  space  altogether.  If  he  had,  he  wotdd 
have  understood  that  space  and  body  were  intelligible  rela- 
tions, which  can  be  thought  of  apart  from  the  feelings  which 
through  them  become  the  world  that  we  know,  since  it  is 
they  that  are  the  conditions  of  these  feelings  becoming  a 
knowledge,  not  the  feelings  that  are  the  condition  of  the 
relations  being  known.  Whether  they  can  be  thought  of 
apart  from  each  other — ^whether  the  simple  relation  of  exter- 
nality between  parts  of  a  whole  can  be  thought  of  without 
the  parts  being  considered  as  solid — is  of  course  a  further 
question,  and  one  which  Berkeley  cannot  be  said  properly  to 
discuss  at  all,  since  the  abstraction  of  space  from  body  to  him 

I  'Priadplefl  of  Human  Knowledge/  sec.  119« 
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meant  its  abstraction  from  feelings  of  touch.  The  answer  to 
it  ceases  to  be  diSictilt  as  soon  as  the  question  is  properly 
stated. 

180.  As  with  yacumn,  so  with  infinite  diyisibOiiy.    Once  Berkel^ 
let  it  be  understood  that  extension  is  constituted  by  the  rela-  ^"l^Bes  of 
tion  of  eztoraaUtr  between  homogeneotie  parte,  and  it  foUows  Z^^ 
that  there  can  be  no  least  part  of  extension,  none  that  does  H^^^ 
not  itself  consist  of  parts ;  in  other  words,  that  it  is  infinitely 
diyisible :  just  as  conyersely  it  follows  that  there  can  be  no 

last  part  of  it,  not  haying  another  outside  it ;  in  other  words, 
that  (to  use  Locke's  phrase)  it  is  infinitely  addible*  Doubt- 
less, as  Berkeley  held,  there  is  a  *  Tninimuin  yisibile ';  but  this 
means  that  there  are  conditions  under  which  any  seen  colour 
disappears,  and  disappearing,  ceases  to  be  known  under  the 
relation  of  extension ;  but  it  is  only  through  a  concision  of 
the  relation  with  the  colour  that  the  disappearance  of  the 
latter  is  thought  to  be  a  disappearance  of  so  much  extension.^ 
It  was,  in  short,  the  same  failure  to  recognise  the  true  ideality 
of  space,  as  a  relation  constituted  by  thought,  that  on  the  one 
hand  made  its  ^  purity '  and  infinity  unmeaning  to  Berkeley, 
and  on  the  other  made  him  think  that,  if  pure  («c.  irreducible  to 
feelings)  and  infinite,  it  must  limit  the  Diyine  perfection,either 
as  being  itself  Grod  or  as  '  something  beside  God  which  is 
eternal,  uncreated,  and  infinite '  (^  Principles  of  Human  Know- 
ledge,' sec.  117).  Fear  of  this  result  set  him  upon  that 
method  of  resolying  space,  and  with  it  the  world  of  nature, 
into  sequent  feelings,  which,  if  it  had  been  really  susceptible 
of  logical  expression,  would  at  best  haye  giyen  him  nothing 
but  a  ^a  (fitfoi^  for  Grod.  If  he  had  been  in  less  of  a  hurry  with 
his  philosophy,  he  might  haye  found  that  the  current  tendency 
to  ^  bind  God  in  nature  or  diffuse  in  space '  required  to  be  met 
by  a  sounder  than  his  boyish  idealism---by  an  idealism  which 
giyes  space  its  due,  but  reflects  that  to  make  space  God,  or  a 
limitation  on  God,  is  to  subject  thought  itself  to  the  most 
superficial  of  the  relations  by  which  it  forms  the  world  that 
it  knows. 

181.  So  far  we  haye  only  considered  Berkeley's  reduction  How  he 
of  primary  quantities,  supposed  to  be  sensible,  to  sensations  ^^JS* 
as  it  affects  the  qualities  themselyes,  rather  than  as  it  affects  general 
the  possibilityofuniyersal  judgments  about  them.  If,  indeed,  knowledge. 

^  The  same  remark  of  course  applies,      tangibile/    See  belov,  paragraphs  266 
mutaHs  mutandii,  to  the   *  minimum     and  266. 
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as  we  have  found,  such  reduction  really  amounts  to  the  abso- 
lute obliteration  of  the  qualities,  no  further  question  can 
remain  as  to  the  possibility  of  general  knowledge  concerning 
them.  As  Berkeley,  however,  did  not  admit  the  obliteration, 
the  further  question  did  remain  for  him :  and  the  condition 
of  his  plausibly  answering  it  was  that  he  should  recognise 
in  the  4dea,'  as  subject  of  predication,  that  intelligible  qualifi- 
cation by  relation  which  he  did  not  recognise  in  it  simply  as 
'idea,'  and  which  essentially  differences  it  from  feeling 
proper.  If  any  particular  '  tangible  extension,'  e. jr.  a  right- 
angled  triangle,  is  only  a  feeling,  or  in  Berkeley's  own 
language,  ^  a  fleeting  perishable  passion ' '  not  existing  at  all, 
even  as  an  '  abstract  idea,'  except  when  some  one's  tactual 
organs  are  being  affected  in  a  certain  way — ^what  are  we 
to  make  of  such  a  general  truth  as  that  the  square  on  its 
base  is  always  equal  to  the  squares  on  its  sides  9  Omitting 
all  difficulties  about  the  convertibility  of  a  figure  with  a 
feeling,  we  find  two  questions  still  remain — How  such  sepa- 
ration can  be  made  of  the  figure  from  the  other  conditions 
of  the  tactual  experience  as  that  propositions  should  be 
possible  which  concern  the  figure  simply ;  and  how  a  single 
case  of  tactual  experience — that  in,  which  the  mathematician 
finds  a  feeling  called  a  right-angled  triangle  followed  by 
another  which  he  caUs  equality  between  the  squares,  &c. — 
leads  in  the  absence  of  any  ^necessary  connexion'  to  the 
expectation  that  the  sequence  will  always  be  the  same.'  The 
difficulty  becomes  the  more  striking  when  it  is  remembered 
that  though  the  geometrical  proposition  in  question,  according 
to  Berkeley,  concerns  the  tangible,  the  experience  which 
suggests  it  is  merely  visual. 
Hw  theory  182.  Berkeley's  answer  to  these  questions  must  be  gathered 
<rf  umTor-  fpQu^  tig  theory  of  general  names.  *  It  is,  I  know,'  he  says, 
'a  point  much  insisted  on,  that  all  knowledge  aifd  demonstra- 
tion are  about  universal  notions,  to  which  I  fully  agree :  but 
then  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  those  notions  are  formed 
by  abstraction — universality y  so  far  as  I  can  comprehend,  not 
consisting  in  the  absolute  positive  nature  or  conception  of 
anything,  but  in  the  relation  it  bears  to  the  particulars 
signified  or  represented  by  it ;  by  virtue  whereof  it  is  that 
things,  names,  or  notions,  being  in  their  own  nature  par^ 
Hcvlar,  are  rendered  universal.    Thus,  when  I  demonstrate 

>  'Principles  of  Human  Knowledge/  sec  89.       *  See  above^  paragraph  122. 
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anj  proposition  concerning  triangles,  it  is  to  be  supposed 
that  I  have  in  view  the  universal  idea  of  a  triangle ;  which  is 
not  to  be  understood  as  if  I  could  frame  an  idea  of  a  triangle 
v^hich  was  neither  equilateral  nor  scalene  nor  equicrural; 
but  only  that  the  particular  triangle  I  considered,  whetiier  of 
this  or  that  sort  it  matters  not,  doth  equally  stand  for  and 
represent  all  rectilinear  triangles  whatsoever,  and  is  in  that 
sense  universal.'  Thus  it  is  that  ^  a  man  may  consider  a 
figure  merely  as  triangular/  (^  Principles  of  Human  Know- 
ledge,' Introd.  sees.  15  and  16.) 

183.  In  this  passage  appear  the  beginnings  of  a  process  of  Taliie,a0 
of  thought  which,  if  it  had  been  systematically  pursued  by  ^^^^^ 
Berkeley,  might  have  brought  him  to  understand  by  the  yenalityof 
*  percipi,'  to  which  he  pronounced  *  esse '  equivalent,  defi-  J^^SJ^ 
nitely  the  '  intelligi.'    As  it  stands,  the  result  of  the  passage 
merely  is  that  the  triangle  (for  instance)  ^  in  its  own  nature,' 
because  '  particular,'  is  not  a  possible  subject  of  general  pre- 
dication or  reasoning:  that  it  is  so  only  as  ^considered'  under 
a  relation  of  resemblance  to  other  triangles  and  by  such  con- 
sideration universalized.     'In  its  own  nature,'  or  as  a  'par- 
ticular idea,'  the  triangle,  we   must  suppose,  is  so  much 
tangible  (or  visibly,  as  symbolical  of  tangible)  extension,  and 
therefore  according  to  Berkeley  a  feeling.    But  a  relation,  as 
he  virtually  admits,^  is  neither  a  feeling  nor  felt.  The  triangle, 
then,  as  considered  under  relation  and  thus  a  possible  subject 
of  general  propositions,  is  quite  other  than  the  triangle  in  its 
own  nature.   This,  of  course,  is  so  far  merely  a  virtual  repeti- 
tion of  Locke's  embarrassing  doctrine  that  real  things  are  not 
the  things  which  we  speak  of,  and  which  are  the  subject  of 
our  sciences ;  but  it  is  a  repetition  with  two  fruitful  differences 
— one,  that  the  thing  in  its  'absolute  positive  nature'  is  more 
explicitly  identified  with  feeling;  the  other,  that  the  process, 
by  which  the  thing  thought  and  spoken  of  is  supposed  to  be 
derived  from  the  real  thing,  is  no  longer  one  of '  abstraction,'  j 
but  consists  in  consideration  of  relation.    It  is  true  that  with 
Berkeley  the  mere  feeling  has  a '  positive  nature'  apart  from 
considered  relations,^  and  that  the  considered  relation,  by 
which  the  feeling  isuniversalised,  is  only  that  of  resemblance 
between  properties  supposed  to  exist  independently  of  it.  The 
'  particular  triangle,'  reducible  to  feelings  of  touch,  has  its 

>  See  '  Principles  of  Human  Knowledge/  sec  69,    (2ud  edit) 
'  See  below,  pazagsaph  298,  ^ 
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triangularity  (we  most  suppose)  simply  as  a  feeling.  It  is 
only  the  resemblance  between  the  triangularity  in  this  and 
other  figures — not  the  triangularity  itself — ^that  is  a  relation, 
and,  as  a  relation,  not  felt  but  considered ;  or  in  Berkeley's 
language,  something  of  which  we  have  not  properly  an  ^  idea ' 
but  a  *  notion.'  * 
But  he  184.  But  though  Berkeley  only  renders  explicit  the  diffi- 

^^^^  1^    culties  implicit  in  Locke's  doctrine  of  ideas,  that  is  itself  a 
idea  haa  a    great  step  taken  towards  disposing  of  them.    Once  let  the 
positiye      equivocation  between  sensible  qualities  and  sensations  be  got 
aparbfrom  ^^  of—- once  let  it  be  admitted  that  the  triangle  in  its  absolute 
relation,      nature,  as  opposed  to  the  triangle  considered,  is  merely  a 
feeUngy  and  that  relations  are  not  feelings  or  felt — and  the 
question  must  soon  arise.  What  in  the  absence  of  aU  relation 
remains  to  be  the  absolute  nature  of  the  triangle  P    It  is  a 
question  which  ultimately  admits  of  but  one  answer^    The 
triangularity  of  the  given  single  figure  must  be  allowed  to  be 
just  as  much  a  relation  as  the  resemblance,  consisting  in 
triangularity,  between  it  and  other  figures ;  and  if  a  relation, 
then  not  properly  felt,  but  understood.    The  *  particular' 
triangle,  if  by  that  is  meant  the  triangle  as  subject  of  a 
singular  proposition,  is  no  more  ^  particular  m  time,'  no  more 
/  constituted  by  the  occurrence  of  a  feeling,  than  is  the  triangle 
/  ^  subject  of  a  general  proposition.     It  really  exists  as  con- 
I  stituted  by  relation,  and  therefore  only  as  'considered'  or 
I  understood.    In  its  existence,  as  in  the  consideration  of  it, 
/  the  relations  indicated  by  the  terms  '  equilateral,  equicrural 
f  and  scalene,'  presuppose  the  relation  of  triangularity,  not  it 
them ;  and  for  that  reason  it  can  be  considered  apart  fiom 
them,  though  not  they  apart  from  it,  without  any  breach 
between  that  which  is  considered  and  that  which  really 
exists.    Thus,  too,  it  becomes  explicable  that  a  single  expe- 
riment should  warrant  a  universal  affirmation;   that  the 
mathematician,  having  once  found  as  the  result  of  a  certain 
comparison  of  magnitudes  that  the  square  on  the  hypothenuse 
is  equal  to  the  square  on  the  sides,  without  waiting  for  re- 
peated experience  at  once  substitutes  for  the  sing^ar  propo- 
sition, which  states  his  discovery,  a  general  one.     If  the 

'  '  Principles  of  Human  Knowledge/  way  which  he  counts  *  barbarous,'  but 

Ibid.    This  perhaps  is  the  beet  place  because  the  barbarism  is  so  pretklent 

for  saying  that  it  is  not  from  any  want  that  it  seems  best  to  submit  to  it,  and  to 

of  respect  for  Dr.  Stirling  that  I  nabitu-  use  'conception'  as  the  equivalent  of 

ally  use  'notion'  in  the  loose  popular  the  Cherman '  Begriff.' 
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proposition  stated  a  sensible  event  or  the  occurrence 
of  a  feeling,  sucli  substitution  would  be  inexplicable :  for  if 
that  were  the  true  account  of  the  singular  proposition,  a 
general  one  could  but  express  such  expectation  of  the  recur- 
rence of  the  event  as  repeated  experience  of  it  can  alone  give. 
But  a  relation  is  not  contingent  with  the  contingency  of 
feeling.  It  is  permanent  with  the  permanence  of  the  com- 
bining and  comparing  thought  which  alone  constitutes  it ; 
and  for  that  reason,  whether  it  be  recognised  as  the  result 
of  a  mathematical  construction  or  of  a  crucial  experiment  in 
physics,  the  proposition  which  states  it  must  already  be 
virtually  universal. 

185.  Of  such  a  doctrine  Berkeley  is  rather  the  unconscious  Tneefof 
forerunner  than  the  intelligent  prophet.    It  is  precisely  upon  ^g^JJjf  ** 
the  question  whether,  of  how  far,  he  recognised  the  constitu-  ism. 
tion  of  things  by  intelligible  relations,  that  the  interpretation 
of  his  early  (which  is  his  only  developed)  idealism  rests.  Is  it 
such  idealism  as  Hume's,  or  such  idealism  as  that  adum- 
brated in  some  passages  of  his  own  '  S.iris '  P    Is  the  idea, 
which  is  real,  according  to  him  a  feeling  or  a  conception  9 
Has  it  a  nature  of  its  own,  consisting  simply  in  its  being  felt| 
and  which  we  afterwards  for  purposes  of  our  own  consider  in 
various  relations;  or  does  the  nature  consist  only  in  relations, 
which  again  imply  the  action  of  a  mind  that  is  eternals- 
present  to  that  wMch  is  in  succession,  but  not  in  succession  \ 
itself  P    The  truth  seems  to  be  that  this  question  in  its  full  , 
significance   never   presented   itself  to  Berkeley,  at  least 
during  the  period  represented  by  his  philosophical  treatises. 
His  early  idealism,  as  we  learn  from  the  commonplace-book 
brought  to  light  by  Professor  Eraser,  was  merely  a  cruder 
form  of  Hume's.    By  the  time  of  tilie  publication  of  the 
'  Principles  of  Human  Knowledge'  he  had  learnt  that,  unless 
this  doctrine  was  to  efface  '  spirit '  as  well  as  '  matter,'  he 
must  modify  it  by  the  admission  of  a  '  thing '  that  was  not 
an  *idea,'  and  of  which  the  *esse*  was  'percipere*  not 
']>ercipi.'     This  admission  carried  with  it  the  distinction 
between  the  object  felt  and  the  object  known,  between  4dea' 
and  *  notion' — a  distinction  which  was  more  clearly  marked 
in  the  *  Dialogues.'     Of  'spirit'  we  could  have  a  'notion,* , 
though  not  an  '  idea.'    But  it  was  only  in  the  second  edition  i 
of  the  *  Principles '  that  *  relation'  was  put  along  with  *  spirit,'  j 
as  that  which  could  be  known  but  which  was  no  '  idea;'  and  | 


162  GENERAL  INTRODUCTION. 

then  without  any  recognition  of  the  fiM5t  tliat  the  whole  re- 
duction of  primary  qualities  to  mere  idea&  was  thereby 
invalidated.  The  objects,  with  which  the  mathematician 
deals,  are  throughout  treated  as  in  their  own  nature  ^  par- 
ticular ideas/  into  the  constitution  of  which  relation  does  not 
enter  at  all ;  in  other  words,  as  successive  feelings. 
His  vaj  of  186.  If  the  truths  of  mathematics  seemed  to  Berkeley  ex- 
^|^°8  plicable  on  this  supposition,  those  of  the  physical  sciences 
physical  were  not  likely  to  seem  less  so.  As  long  as  the  relations 
troths.  ^ith  which  these  sciences  deal  are  relations  between  *  sensible 
objects,'  he  does  not  notice  that  they  a/re  relations,  and 
therefore  not  feelings  or  felt,  at  all.  He  treats  felt  things  as 
if  the  same  as  feelings,  and  ignores  the  relations  altogether. 
Thus  a  so-called  '  sensible '  motion  causes  him  no  difficulty. 
He  would  be  content  to  say  that  it  was  a  succession  of  ideas, 
not  perceiving  that  motion  implies  a  relation  between  spaces 
or  moments  as  successively  occupied  by  something  that 
remains  one  with  itself — ^a  relation  which  a  mere  sequence  of 
feelings  could  neither  constitute  nor  of  itself  suggest.  It  is 
only  about  a  motion  which  does  not  profess  to  be  '  seen,'  such 
as  the  motion  of  the  earth,  that  any  question  is  raised — a 
question  easily  disposed  of  by  the  consideration  that  in  a  diffe- 
rent position  we  should  see  it.  '  The  question  whether  the 
earth  moves  or  not  amounts  in  reality  to  no  more  than  this,  to 
wit,  whether  we  have  reason  to  conclude  from  what  hath  been 
observed  by  astronomers,  that  if  we  were  placed  in  such  and 
such  circumstances,  and  such  or  such  a  position  and  distance 
both  from  the  earth  and  sun,  we  should  perceive  the  former  to 
move  among  the  choir  of  the  planets,  and  appearing  in  all 
respects  like  one  of  them :  and  this  by  the  established  rules 
of  nature,  which  we  have  no  reason  to  mistrust,  is  reasonably 
collected  from  the  phenomena '  (*  Principles  of  Human  Know- 
ledge,' sec.  58).* 
If  they  187.  Now  this  passage  clearly  does  not  mean — as  it  ought 

imply  per-  ^q  xnean  if  the  ^  esse '  of  the  motion  were  the  *  j>erctpi'  by  us — 
xelations,  that  the  motiou  of  the  earth  would  begin  as  soon  as  we  were 
his  theory  there  to  SCO  it.  It  means  that  it  is  now  ffoing  on  as  an  *  es- 
excludes  tablished  law  of  nature,'  which  may  be  *  collected  from  the 
them.  phenomena.'  In  other  words,  it  means  that  our  successive 
feelings  are  so  related  to  each  other  as  determined  by  one 
present  and  permanent  system,  on  which  not  they  only  but 

■  Cf.  'Dialogues/  page  147,  in  Pro£  Fxasei's  edition. 
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all  possible  feelings  depend,  tliat  by  a  certain  set  of  them  we  Ha  vvp- 
are  led — ^not  to  expect  a  recurrence  of  tbem  in  like  order  S?J?J^* 
according  to  the  laws  of  association,  bat,  what  is  the  exact  dacroe  that 
reverse  of  this — ^to  infer  that  certain  other  feelings,  of  which  g^Jt?^"* 
we  have  no  experience,  would  now  occur  to  us  if  certain  con-  foiiov 
ditions  of  situation  on  our  part  were  fulfilled,  because  the  ^<ther, 
^  ordo  ad  uniyersum,'  of  which  these  feelings  would  be  the 
'ordo  ad  nos,'  does  now  obtain.     But  though  Berkeley's 
words  mean  this  for  us,  they  did  not  mean  it  for  him.     That 
such  relation — merely  intelligible,  or  according  to  his  phrase- 
ology not  an  idea  or  object  of  an  idea  at  all,  as  he  must  have 
admitted  it  to  be — ogives  to  our  successive  feelings  the  only 
< nature'  that  they  possess,  he  never  recognised.     By  the 
relation  of  idea  to  idea,  as  he  repeatedly  teUs  us,  he  meant 
not  a  '  necessary  connexion,'  i.e,  not  a  relation  without  which 
neither  idea  would  be  what  it  is,  but  such  de  facto  sequence  of 
one  upon  fhe  other  as  renders  the  occurrence  of  one  the  un- 
failing but  arbitrary  sign  that  the  other  is  coming.    It  is 
thus  according  to  him  (and  here  Hume  merely  followed  suit) 
that  feelings  are  symbolical — symbolical  not  of  an  order 
other  than  the  feelings  and  which  accounts  for  them,  but 
simply  of  feelings  to  follow.    To  Berkeley,  indeed,  unlike 
Hume,  the  sequence  of  feelings  symbolical  of  each  other  is 
also  symbolical  of  something  farther,  viz.  the  mind  of  Qod : 
but  when  we  examine  what  this  ^  mind '  means,  we  find  that 
it  is  not  an  intelligible  order  by  which  our  feelings  may  be 
interpreted,  or  the  spiritual  subject  of  such  an  order,  but 
simply  the  arbitrary  will  of  a  creator  that  this  feeling  shall 
foUow  that. 

188.  Such  a  doctrine  could  not  help  being  at  once  confused  Locke  had 
in  its  account  of  reality,  and  insecure  in  its  doctrine  alike  of  <«pi«n«d 
the  human  spirit  and  of  Gk)d.   On  the  recognition  of  relationflllniation  of 
as  constituting  the  nature  of  ideas  rests  the  possibility  of  anyU^^^e^  ^ 
tenable  theory  of  their  reality.    An  isolated  idea  could  be  S^y. 
neither  real  nor  tmreal.    Apaort  fix)m  a  definite  order  of  rela- 
tion we  may  suppose  (if  we  like)  that  it  would  6e,  but  it  would 
certainly  not  be  real ;  and  as  little  could  it  be  unreal,  since 
unreality  can  only  result  from  the  confusion  in  our  conscious- 
ness of  one  order  of  relation  with  another.     It  is  diversity  of 
relation^  that  distinguishes,  for  instance,  these  letters  as  they 
now  apx>ear  on  paper  from  the  same  as  I  imagine  them  with 
my  eyes  shut,  giving  each  sort  its  own  reality :  just  as -upon 
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LiYeliB688  confusion  with  tlie  other  each  alike  becomes  unreal.  Thus, 
evid^ce  Tf  ^^^^  ynth  Locke  simple  ideas  are  necessarily  real,  we  soon 
this  rela-  find  that  even  according  to  him  they  are  not  truly  so  in  their 
^^°*  simplicity,  but  only  as  related  to  an  external  thing  producing 

them.  He  is  right  enough,  howeyer  inconsistent  with  him- 
self, in  making  relation  constitute  reality ;  wrong  in  limiting 
this  prerogatiye  to  the  one  relation  of  externality.  When 
he  afterwards,  in  virtual  contradiction  to  this  limitation,  finds 
the  reality  of  moral  and  mathematical  ideas  just  in  that  sola 
relation  to  the  mind,  as  its  products,  which  he  hadppmously 
made  the  source  of  all  unreality,  he  forces  npon  us  the  expla- 
nation which  he  does  not  himself  give,  that  unrealiiy  does  not 
lie  in  either  relaiion  us  opposed  to  the  other,  but  in  the  con- 
fusion of  any  relation  with  another.  It  is  for  lack  of  this 
explanation  tiiat  Locke  himself,  as  we  have  seen,  finds  in  the 
liveliness  and  involuntariness  of  ideas  the  sole  and  sufficient 
tests  (not  constituents)  of  their  reality;  though  they  are  obvi- 
ously tests  which  put  the  dreams  of  a  man  in  a  fever  upon 
the  same  footing  with  the  ^  impressions'  of  a  man  awake,  and 
would  often  prove  that  unreal  after  dinner  which  had  been 
proved  real  before.  There  is  a  well-known  story  of  a  man 
;  who  in  a  certain  state  of  health  commonly  saw  a  particular 
''  gory  apparition,  but  who,  knowing  its  origin,  used  to  have 
/  himself  bled  till  it  disappeared.  The  reality  of  the  apparition 
lay,  he  knew,  in  some  relation  between  the  circulation  of  his 
,  blood  and  his  organs  of  sight,  in  distinction  from  the  reality 
existing  in  the  normal  relations  of  his  visual  organs  to  the 
light :  and  in  his  idea,  accordingly,  there  was  nothing  unreal, 
because  he  did  not  confuse  the  one  relation  with  the  other. 
Locke's  doctrine,  however,  would  allow  of  no  distinction 
between  the  apparition  as  it  was  for  such  a  man  and  as  it 
would  be  for  one  who  interpreted  it  as  an  actual  ^  ghost.' 
However  interpreted,  the  liveliness  and  the  involuntariness  of 
the  idea  remain  the  same,  as  does  its  relation  to  an  efficient 
cause.  If  in  order  to  its  reality  the  cause  must  be  an  '  out- 
ward body,'  then  it  is  no  more  real  when  rightly,  than  when 
wrongly,  interpreted ;  while  on  the  ground  of  liveliness  and 
involuntariness  it  is  as  real  when  taken  for  a  ghost  as  when 
referred  to  an  excess  of  blood  in  the  head. 
Berkeley  189.  As  has  been  pointed  out  above,  it  is  in  respect  not 
rS^"*  of  the  *  ratio  cognoscendi'  but  of  the  'ratio  essendi'  that 
oniyrab-    Berkeley 's  doctrine  of  reality  differs  from  Locke's.  With  him 
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it  is  not  as  an  effect  of  an  outward  body,  bat  as  an  immediate  Btitnting 
effect  of  God,  that  an  *idea  of  sense*  is  real.  Just  as  with  !^^'»*°' 
Locke  real  ideas  and  matter  serve  each  to  explain  the  other, 
so  with  Berkeley  do  real  ideas  and  God.  If  he  is  asked. 
What  is  God  9  the  answer  is.  He  is  the  efficient  cause  of  real 
ideas;  if  he  is  asked.  What  are  real  ideas?  the  answer  is. 
Those  which  God  produces,  as  opposed  to  those  which  we 
make  for  ourselyes.  To  the  inevitable  objection,  that  this  is 
a  logical  see-saw,  no  effective  answer  can  be  extracted  from 
Berkeley  but  this — ^that  we  have  subjective  tests  of  the  reality 
of  ideas  apart  from  a  knowledge  of  their  cause.  Li  his 
account  of  these  Berkeley  only  diflSsrs  from  Locke  in  adding 
to  the  qualifications  of  liveliness  and  inyoluntariness  those  of 
^  steadiness,  order,  and  coherence '  in  the  ideas.  This  addition 
maj  mean  either  a  great  deal  or  very  little.  To  us  it  may 
mean  that  the  distinction  of  real  and  unreal  is  one  that 
applies  not  to  feelings  but  to  the  conceived  relations  of  feel- 
ings ;  not  to  events  as  such,  but  te  the  intellectual  interpre- 
tation of  them.  The  occurrence  of  a  feeling  taken  by  itself 
(it  may  be  truly  said)  is  neither  coherent  nor  incoherent; 
nor  can  the  sequence  of  feelings  one  upon  another  with  any 
significance  be  called  coherence,  since  in  that  case  an  inco- 
herence would  be  as  impossible  as  any  failure  in  the  sequence. 
As  little  can  we  mean  by  such  coherence  an  usual,  by  inco- 
herence an  unusual,  sequence  of  feelings.  K  we  did,  every 
sequence  not  before  experienced — such,  for  instance,  as  is 
exhibited  by  a  new  scientific  experiment— being  unusual, 
would  have  to  be  pronounced  incoherent,  and  therefore 
unreal.  Coherence,  in  short,  we  may  conclude,  is  only 
predicable  of  a  system  of  relations,  not  felt  but  conceived; 
while  incoherence  arises  from  the  attempt  of  an  imperfect 
intelligence  to  think  an  object  under  relations  which  cannot 
ultimately  be  held  together  in  thought.  The  qualification 
then  of  ^  ideas '  as  coherent  has  in  truth  no  meaning  unless 
'idea'  be  taken  to  mean  not  feeling  but  conception :  and  thus 
understood,  the  doctrine  that  coherent  ideas  are  (Berkeley 
happily  excludes  the  notion  that  they  merely  represent)  the 
real,  amounts  to  a  clear  identification  of  the  real  with  the 
world  of  conception. 

190.  If  such  idealism  were  Berkeley's,  his  inference  from  j^^^  ^ 
the  '  ideality'  of  the  real  to  spirit  and  God  would  be  more  fiMisgtlia 
vaUd  than  it  is.     To  have  got  rid  of  the  notion  that  the  i^jJSn"  * 
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world  first  exists  and  then  is  thonglit  of— to  have  seen  thai 
it  only  really  exists  as  thought  of — ^is  to  have  taken  the  firsi 
step  in  the  only  possible  *  proof  of  the  being  of  Gk>d,'  as  the 
self-conscious  subject  in  relation  to  which  alone  an  ixitelli- 
gible  world  can  exist,  and  the  presence  of  which  in  us  is  tlie 
condition  of  our  knowing  it,^     But  there  is  nothing  to  show 
that  in  adopting  coherence  as  one  test,  among  others,  of  the 
reality  of  ideas,  he  attached  to  it  any  of  the  significance 
exhibited  above.     He  adopted  it  firom  ordinary  langixag-e 
without  considering  how  it  affected  his  view  of  the  world  as 
a  succession  of  feelings.     That  still  remained  to  him  a  sufiS- 
cient  account  of  the  world,  eyen  when  he  treated  it  as  affording 
intuitive  certainty  of  a  soul '  naturally  immortal,'  and  de- 
monstrative certainty  of  God.      He  is  not  aware,  while  he 
takes  his  doctrine  of  such  certainty  firom  Locke,  iiiat  he  has 
left  out,  and  not  replaced,  the  only  solid  ground  for  it  which 
Locke's  system  suggested. 

191.  The  soul  or  self,  as  he  describes  it,  does  not  differ 
fix)m  Locke's  ^  thinking  substance,'  except  that,  havings  got 
rid  of '  extended  matter '  altogether,  he  cannot  admit  with 
Locke  any  possibility  of  the  soul's  being  extended,  and^ 
having  satisfied  himself  that '  time  was  nothing  abstracted 
from  the  succession  of  ideas  in  the  mind,'*  he  was  clear  that 
'  the  soul  always  thinks ' — since  the  time  at  which  it  did  not 
think,  being  abstracted  from  a  succession  of  ideas,  would  be 
no  time  at  all.  A  soul  which  is  necessarily  unextended  and 
therefore  ^  indiscerptible,'  and  without  which  there  would  be 
no  time,  he  reckons  '  naturally  immortaL' 

192.  Upon  this  the  remark  must  occur  that,  if  the  fact  of 
being  unextended  constituted  immortality,  all  sounds  and 
smells  must  be  immortal,  and  that  the  inseparability  of  time 
from  the  succession  of  feelings  may  prove  that  succession 
endless,  but  proves  no  immortality  of  a  soul  unless  there  be 
one  self-conscious  subject  of  that  succession,  identical  with 
itself  throughout  it.  To  the  supposition  of  there  being  such 
a  subject,  which  Berkeley  virtuially  makes,  his  ovm  mode  of 
disposing  of  matter  si^ested  ready  objections.  Li  Locke, 
as  we  have  seen,  the  two  opposite  ^things,'  thinking  and 
material,  always  appear  in  strict  correlativity,  each  repre- 
senting (though  he  was  not  aware  of  this)  the  same  logical 


*  See  aboTe,  paragraphB  U6  and  149* 
162, 
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necessity  of  substantiation.     'Sensation  convinces  ns  that  Berkeley'^ 
there  are  solid  extended  substances,  and  reflection  that  there  ^^.^®  °^ 
are  thiiiking  ones.'    These  are  not  two  convictions,  however,  f^tal  to  a 
but  one  conviction,  representing  one  and  the  same  essential  true  spiri- 
conditioxi  of  knowledge.      Such  logical  necessity  indeed  is  ' 

misinterpreted  when  made  a  ground  for  believing  the  real 
existence  either  of  a  multitude  of  independent  things,  for 
everything  is  a  *  retainer '  to  everything  else ; '  or  of  a  sepa- 
ration of  the  thinking  from  the  material  substance,  since, 
accoTding  to  Locke's  own  showing,  they  at  least  everywhere 
overlap  ;'  or  of  an  absolutely  last  substance,  which  because 
last  woxdd  be  unknowable :  but  it  is  evidence  of  the  action  of 
a  syntlietic   principle  of  self-consciousness  without  which 
all  reference  of  feelings  to  mutually-qualified  subjects  and 
objects,  and  therefore  all  knowledge,  would  be  impossible. 
It  is  idle,  however,  with  Berkeley  so  to  ignore  the  action  of 
this  principle  on  the  one  side  as  to  pronounce  the  material 
world  a  mere  succession  of  feelings,  and  so  to  take  it  for 
granted  on  the  other  as  to  assert  that  every  feeling  implies 
relation  to  a  conscious  substance.     Upon  such  a  method  the 
latter  assertion  has  nothing  to  rest  on  but  an  appeal  to  the 
individual's  consciousness — an  appeal  which  avails  as  much 
or  as  little  for  material  as  for  thinking  substance,  and,  in 
face  of  the  apparent  fact  that  with  a  knock  on  the  head  the 
conscious  independent  substance  may  disappear  altogether, 
cannot  hold  its  own  against  the  suggestion  that  the  one  sub- 
stance no  less  than  the  other  is  reducible  to  a  series  of  feelings, 
so  closely  and  constantly  sequent  on  each  other  as  to  seem  to 
coalesce.    We  cannot  substitute  for  this  illusory  appeal  the 
valid  method  of  an  analysis  of  knowledge,  without  finding 
that  substantiation  in  matter  is  just  as  necessary  to  know- 
ledge as  substantiation  in  mind.    K  this  method  had  been 
Berkeley's  he  would  have  found  a  better  plan  for  dealing  with 
the  '  materialism '  in  vogue.     Instead  of  trying  to  show  that 
material  substance  was  a  fiction,  he  would  have  shown  that 
it  was  really  a  basis  of  intelligible  relations,  and  that  thus 
all  that  was  fictitious  about  it  was  its  supposed  sensibility 
and  consequent  opposition  to  the  work  of  thought.     Then 
his  doctrine  of  matter  would  itself  have  established  the 
necessity  of  spirit,  not  indeed  as  substance  but  as  the 
source  of  all  substantiation.    As  it  was,  misimderstanding 

1  Above,  pangraph  125.  '  Above,  pangnph  127. 
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the  true  nature  of  the  antithesis  between  xuatter  and  mind, 
in  his  zeal  against  matter  he  took  away  the  ground  from 
imder  the  spiritoalism  which  he  sought  to  maintain.  He 
simply  invited  a  successor  in  speculation,  of  colder  blood 
than  himself  to  try  the  solution  of  spirit  in  the  same  crucible 
with  matter. 
as  well  as  193.  His  doctrine  of  Qod  is  not  only  open  to  the  same  ob- 
to  a  true  jection  as  his  doctrine  of  spiritual  substance,  but  to  others 
which  arise  from  the  illogicfil  restrictions  that  haye  to  be  put 
upon  his  notion  of  such  substance,  if  it  is  to  represent  at  once 
the  Grod  of  received  theology  and  the  God  whose  agency  the 
Berkeleian  system  requires  as  the  basis  of  distinction  be- 
tween the  real  and  unreal.  Admitting  the  supposition 
involved  in  his  certainty  of  the  'natural  immortality'  of  the 
soul — ^the  supposition  that  the  succession  of  feelings  which 
constitutes  the  world,  and  which  at  no  time  was  not,  implies 
one  feeling  substance — ^that  substance  we  should  naturally 
conclude  was  God.  Such  a  God,  it  is  true  (as  has  been  already 
pointed  out),^  would  merely  be  the  ^a  ^&ov  of  the  crudest 
Pantheism,  but  it  is  the  only  Grod  logically  admissible — if 
any  be  admissible — ^in  an  '  ideal '  system  of  which  the  text  is 
not '  the  world  really  exists  only  as  thought  of,'  but  'the  world 
only  exists  as  a  succession  of  feelings.'  It  was  other  than  a 
feeUng  substance,  however,  that  Berkeley  required  not  merely 
to  satisfy  his  religious  instincts,  but  to  i»ke  the  place  held  by 
'  outward  body'  with  Locke  as  the  efficient  of  real  ideas.  The 
reference  to  this  feeling  substance,  if  necessary  for  any  idea, 
is  necessary  for  all — ^for  the  '  fantastic '  as  well  as  for  those 
of  sense — and  can  therefore  afford  no  groimd  for  distinction 
between  the  real  and  unreal.  Instead,  however,  of  being  thus 
led  to  a  truer  view  of  this  distinction,  as  in  truth  a  distinc- 
tion between  the  complete  and  incomplete  conception  of  an 
intelligible  world,  he  simply  puts  the  feeling  substance,  when 
he  regards  it  as  God,  under  an  arbitrary  limitation,  making 
it  relative  only  to  those  ideas  of  which  with  Locke  '  matter ' 
was  the  substance,  as  opposed  to  those  which  Locke  had 
referred  to  the  J^liinTHng  thing.  The  direct  consequence  of 
this  limitation,  indeed,  might  seem  to  be  merely  to  make  God 
an  animal  of  partial,  instead  of  universal,  susceptibility ;  but 
this  consequence  Berkeley  avoids  by  dropping  the  ordinary 
notion  of  substance  altogether,  so  as  to  represent  the  ideas  of 

'  See  paragiaph  180, 
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sense  not  as  subsisting  in  Qod  bnt  as  effects  of  His  power —  His  infer- 
as  related  to  Him,  in  short,  just  as  with  Locke  ideas  of  sense  ^^  ^ 
are  related  to  the  primary  qualities  of  matter.     ^  There  must  necessity 
be  an  active  power  to  produce  our  ideas,  which  is  not  to  be  ©f  *  P?.^®' 
found  in  ideas  themselves,  for  we  are  conscious  that  they  are  ideaTf^^ 
inert,  nor  in  matter,  since  that  is  but  a  name  for  a  bundle  of 
ideas ;  which  must  therefore  be  in  spirit,  since  of  that  we  are 
conscious  as  active ;  yet  not  in  the  spirit  of  which  we  are 
conscious,  since  then  there  would  be  no  difference  between 
real  and  imaginary  ideas ;  therefore  in  a  Divine  Spirit,  to 
whom,  however,  may  forthwith  be  ascribed  the  attributes  of 
the  spirit  of  which  we  are  conscious.'     Such  is  the  sum 
of  Berkeley's  natural  theology. 

194.  From  a  follower  of  Hume  it  of  course  invites  the  reply  a  necessity 
that  he  does  not  see  the  necessity  of  an  active  power  at  all,  ^^^. 
to  which,  since,  according  to  Berkeley's  own  showing,  it  is  no  not  see. 
possible  ^  idea'  or  object  of  an  idea,  all  his  own  polemic  against 
the  *  absolute  idea '  of  matter  is  equally  applicable ;  that  the 
efficient  power,  of  which  we  profess  to  be  conscious  in  ourselves, 
is  itself  only  a  name  for  a  particular  feeling  or  impression 
which  precedes  certain  other  of  our  impressions;  that,  even 
if  it  were  more  than  this,  the  transition  from  the  spiritual 
efficiency  of  which  we  are  conscious  to  another,  of  which  it  is 
the  special  differentia  that  we  are  not  conscious  of  it,  would 
be  quite  illegitimate,  and  that  thus  in  saying  that  certain 
feelings  are  real  because,  being  lively  and  involuntary,  they 
must  be  the  work  of  this  unknown  spirit,  we  in  effect  say 
nothing  more  than  that  they  are  real  because  lively  and 
involuntary.  Against  a  retort  of  this  kind  Berkeley's  theistic 
armour  is  even  less  proof  than  Locke's.  His  *  proof  of  the 
being  of  God '  is  in  tsLct  Locke's  with  the  sole  nenms  prolandi 
lefb  out.  The  value  of  Locke's  proof,  as  an  argument  from 
their  beix^  something  now  to  their  having  been  something 
from  eternity,  lay,  we  saw,  in  its  convertibility  into  an  argu- 
ment from  tiie  world  as  a  system  of  relations  to  a  present 
and  eternal  subject  of  those  relations.  For  its  being  so  con- 
vertible there  was  this  to  be  said,  that  Locke,  with  whatever 
inconsistency,  at  least  recognised  the  constitution  of  reality 
by  permanent  relations,  though  he  treated  the  mere  relation 
of  external  efficiency — that  in  virtue  of  which  we  say  of 
nature  that  it  consists  of  bodies  outward  to  and  acting  on 
each  other*— as  if  it  alone  constituted  the  reality  of  the  world. 
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Adiflfewnt;  Berkeley's  reduction  of  tlie  *  primary  qualities  of  matter*  to 
8^uld  ^  snccession  of  feelings  logically  effaces  this  relation,  and 
ha^e  been  puts  nothing  intelligible,  nothing  but  a  name,  in  its  place. 
^I^il^  if  ^^  effacement  of  the  distinction  between  the  real  and  unreal, 
it  wBfl  to  which  would  properly  ensue,  is  only  prevented  by  bringing^ 
■*^J""  back  relation  to  something  under  the  name  of  Grod,  either 
purpoee.      ^  ^intnown  and  indeterminate,  or  else,  under  a  thin 

disguise,  determined  by  that  very  relation  of  external  efficiency 
which,  when  ascribed  to  something  only  nominally  difiSsrent, 
had  been  pronounced  a  gratuitous  fiction.  If  Berkeley  had 
dealt  with  the  opposition  of  realiiy  to  thought  by  showing 
the  primary  qualities  to  be  conceived  relations,  and  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  real  and  unreal  to  be  one  between  the 
fully  and  the  defectively  conceived,  the  case  would  have  been 
different.  The  real  and  Gk)d  would  alike  have  been  logically 
saved.  The  peculiar  embarrassment  of  Locke's  doctrine  we 
have  found  to  be  that  it  involves  the  unreality  of  every  object, 
into  the  constitution  of  which  there  enters  any  idea  of  reflec- 
tion, or  any  idea  retained  in  the  mind,  as  distinct  from  the 
present  effect  of  a  body  acting  upon  us — t.e.  of  every  object 
of  which  anything  can  be  said.  With  the  definite  substitu- 
tion of  full  intelligibility  of  relations  for  present  sensibility, 
as  the  true  account  of  the  real,  this  embarrassment  would 
have  been'got  rid  of.  At  the  same  time  there  would  have 
been  implied  an  intelligent  subject  of  these  relations ;  the 
ascription  to  whom,  indeed,  of  moral  attributes  would  have 
remained  a  further  problem,  but  who,  far  from  being  a 
*  Great  Unknown,'  would  be  at  least  determined  by  relation 
to  that  order  of  nature  which  is  as  necessary  to  Him  as  He 
to  it.  But  in  fact,  as  we  have  seen,  the  notion  of  the 
reality  of  relations,  not  felt  but  understood,  only  appears  in 
Berkeley's  developed  philosophy  as  an  after-tiiought,  and 
the  notion  of  an  order  of  nature,  other  than  our  feelings, 
which  enables  us  to  infer  what  feelings  that  have  never  been 
felt  would  be,  is  an  unexplained  intrusion  in  it.  The  same 
is  true  of  the  doctrine,  which  struggles  to  the  surface  in  the 
Third  Dialogue,  that  the  *  sensible  world '  is  to  Gk)d  not  felt 
at  all,  but  known ;  that  to  Him  it  is  precisely  not  that  which 
according  to  Berkeley's  refutation  of  materialism  it  really  is — 
a  series  or  collection  of  sensations.  These  '  after-thoughte,' 
when  thoroughly  thought  out,  imply  a  complete  departure 
from  Berkeley's  original  interpretation  of  '  phenomena '  as 
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simple  feelings ;  but  with  him,  80  far  from  bein^  thought 
out,  they  merely  suggested  themselves  incidentally  as  tiie 
conceptions  of  God  and  reality  were  found  to  require  them. 
In  other  words,  that  interpretation  of  phenomena,  which  is 
necessary  to  any  yalid  *  collection  *  from  them  of  the  existence 
of  God,  only  appears  in  him  as  a  consequence  of  that  *  coUec-  Hume'e 
tion '  having  been  made.     To  pursue  the  original  interpreta-  "^^®°^"- 
tion,  so  that  all  might  know  what  it  left  of  reality,  was  the 
best  way  of  deciding  the  question  of  its  compatibility  with  a 
rational  belief  in  God — a  question  of  too  momentous  an 
interest  to  be  fairly  considered  in  itself.     Thns  to  pursue  it 
was  the%aission  of  Hume. 
A        195.  Hume  begins  with  an  account  of  the  ^  perceptions  of  His  ac- 
'    the  human  mind,'  which  corresponds  to  Locke's  account  of  !^^"*^  °^ 
ideas  with  two  main  qualifications,  both  tending  to  complete  ZsTnd 
that  dependence  of  thought  on  something  other  than  itself  ^^^'^"• 
which  Locke  had  asserted,  but  not  consistently  maintained. 
He  distinguishes  ^  perceptions '  (equivalent  to  Locke's  ideas) 
into  ^  impressions '  and  ^  ideas  '  accordingly  as  they  are  origi- 
nally produced  in  feeling  or  reproduced   by  memory  and 
imagination,  and  he  does  not  aLow  ^  ideas  of  reflection '  any 
place  in  the  original  *  furniture  of  the  mind.'   ^  An  impression 
first  strikes  upon  the  senses,  and  makes  us  perceive  heat  or 
cold,  thirst  or  hunger,  pleasure  or  pain,  of  some  kind  or  other. 
Of  this  impression  there  is  a  copy  taken  by  the  mind,  which 
remains  after  the  impression  ceases;  and  this  we  call  an 
idea.    This  idea  of  pleasure  or  pain,  when  it  returns  upon  the 
soul,  produces  the  new  impressions  of  desire  and  aversion, 
hope  and  fear,  which  may  properly  be  called  impressions  of 
reflection,  because  derived  from  it.    These,  again,  are  copied 
by  the  memory  and  imagination,  and  become  ideas ;  which, 
perhaps,  in  their  turn  give  rise  to  other  impressions  and 
ideas ;  so  that  the  impressions  are  only  antecedent  to  their 
correspondent  ideas,  but  posterior  to  those  of  sensation  and 
derived  from  them '  (Parti.  §  2).  He  is  at  the  same  time  careful 
to  explain  that  the  causes  from  which  the  impressions  of 
sensation  arise  are  unknown  (ibid.),  and  that  by  the  term 
*  impression '  he  is  not  to  be  ^  understood  to  express  the 
manner  in  which  our  lively  perceptions  are  produced  in  the 
soul,  but  merely  the  perceptions  themselves '  (j>.  312,  note). 
The  distinction  between  impression  and  idea  he  treats  as 
equivalent  to  that  between  feeling  and  thinking,  which,  again 

VOL.   I.  M 
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lies  merely  in  the  different  degrees  of  ^  force  and  liveliness ' 
with  which  the  perceptions,  thus  designated,  s^^^rally  ^  strike 
upon  the  mind.''  Thus  the  role  which  he  emphasises  (p.  310) 
Ideas  are  <  that  all  onr  simple  ideas  in  their  first  appearance  are  de- 
pressions.  nved  from  Simple  impressions  which  are  correspondent  to 
them  and  which  they  exactly  represent,'  strictly  taken,  means 
no  more  than  that  a  feeling  mnst  be  more  lively  before  it 
becomes  less  so.  As  the  reproduced  perception,  or  *  idea,' 
differs  in  this  respect  fix)m  the  original  one,  so,  according  to 
the  greater  or  less  degree  of  secondary  liveliness  which  it 
possesses,  is  it  called  *  idea  of  memory,'  or  ^  idea  of  imagina- 
tion.' The  only  other  distinction  noticed  is  that,  8s  might 
be  expected,  the  comparative  &intnes8  of  the  ideas  of  imagi- 
nation is  accompanied  by  a  possibility  of  their  being  repro- 
duced in  a  different  order  fix)m  that  in  which  the  correspond- 
ing ideas  were  originally  presented.  Memory,  on  the  contrary, 
^  is  in  a  manner  tied  down  in  this  respect,  without  any  power 
of  variation'  (p.  318} ;  which  must  be  understood  to  mean 
that,  when  the  ideas  are  faint  enough  to  allow  of  variation 
in  ilie  order  of  reproduction,  they  are  not  called  ^  ideas 
of  memory.' 
adeas'  196.  All,  then,  that  Hume  could  find  in  his  mind,  when 

thatcannot  q£^  Lockc's  example  he  *  looked  into  it,'  were,  accordin&r  to 

Dfi  SO  T6'  ^  '  O 

presented  his  own  statement,  feelings  with  their  copies,  dividing  them- 
must  be  ex-  gglvcs  iuto  two  main  orders — ^those  of  sensation  and  those  of 
mere  refiectiou,  of  which  the  latter,  though  results  of  the  former, 

words.  aj^  QQt  their  copies.  The  question,  then,  that  he  had  to  deal 
VTith  was,  to  what  impressions  he  could  reduce  those  concep- 
tions of  relation — of  cause  and  effect,  substance  and  attribute, 
and  identity — which  all  knowledge  involves.  FaUing  the 
impressions  of  sensation  he  must  try  those  of  reflection,  and 
failing  both  he  must  pronounce  such  conceptions  to  be  no 
^  ideas '  at  all,  but  words  misunderstood,  and  leave  knowledge 
to  take  its  chance.  The  vital  nerve  of  his  philosophy  lies  in 
his  treatment  of  the  '  association  of  ideas '  a-s  a  sort  of  process 
of  spontaneous  generation,  by  which  impressions  of  sensation 
issue  in  such  impressions  of  reflection,  in  the  shape  of  habitual 
.  propensities,'  as  will  account,  not  indeed  for  there  being — 
since  there  really  are  not — but  for  there  seeming  to  be,  those 
formal  conceptions  which  Locke,  to  the  embarrassment  of 

>  See  pp.  327  and  375.  *  Pp.  460  and  496. 
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Ids  philosophy,  had  treated  as  -at  once  real  and  creations  of 
the  mind.    /\ 

197.  Snch  a  method  meets  at  the  outset  with  the  difficnltj  Hume, 
that  the  impressions  of  sensation  and  those  of  reflection,  if  gtrictiy, 
Locke's  determination  of  the  former  by  reference  to  an  im-  leaves  no 
pressive  matter  is  excluded,  are  each  determined  only  by  ^etween^" 
reference  to  the  other.     What  is  an  impression  of  reflection  ?  impres- 
It  is  one  that  can  only  come  after  an  impression  of  sensation.  ^^^^^0^ 
What  is  an  impression  of  sensation  P    It  is  one  that  comes  andof  sen- 
before  any  impression  of  reflection.    An  apparent  determina-  «^*^i°°- 
tion,  indeed,  is  gained  by  speaking  of  the  original  impressions 

as  '  conveyed  to  us  by  our  senses;'  but  this  really  means  de- 
termination by  reference  to  the  organs  of  our  body  as  affected 
by  outward  bodies — in  short,  by  a  physical  theory.  But  of 
the  two  essential  terms  of  this  theory,  '  our  own  body,'  and 
^  outward  body,'  neither,  according  to  Hume,  expresses  any- 
thing present  to  the  original  consciousness.  ^  Properly  speak- 
ing, it  is  not  our  body  we  perceive  when  we  regard  our 
limbs  and  members,  but  certain  impressions  which  enter  by 
the  senses.'  Nor  do  any  of  our  impressions  '  inform  us  of 
distance  and  outness  (so  to  speak)  immediately,  and  without 
a  certain  reasoning  and  experience '  (p.  481).  In  such  ad- 
missions Hume  is  as  much  a  Berkeleian  as  Berkeley  himself, 
and  they  effectually  exclude  any  reference  t6  body  from  those 
original  impressions,  by  reference  to  which  all  other  modes 
of  consciousness  are  to  be  explained. 

198.  He  thus  logically  cuts  off  his  psychology  from  the  Locke's 
support  which,  according  to  popular  conceptions,  its  primary  ^^^"^y,  ^^ 
truths  derive  from  physiology.    We  have  abeady  noticed  disappears. 
how  with  Locke  metaphysic  begs  defence  of  physic ;  ^  how, 
having  undertaken  to  answer  by  the  impossible  method  of 
self-observation  the  question  as  to  what  consciousness  is  to 

itself  at  its  beginning,  he  in  fact  tells  us  what  it  is  to  the 
natural  philosopher,  who  accounts  for  the  production  of  sen- 
sation by  the  impact  of  matter  ^  on  the  outward  parts,  con- 
tinued to  the  braui.'  To  those,  of  course,  who  hold  that  the 
only  possible  theory  of  knowledge  and  of  the  human  spirit  is 
physical,  it  must  seem  that  this  was  his  greatest  merit ; 
ihat,  an  unmeaning  question  having  been  asked,  it  was  the 
best  thing  to  give  an  answer  which  indeed  is  no  answer  to 

*  See  above,  paragraph  17. 
M  2 
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Physiology 
won't  an- 
swer the 
question 
that  Locke 
asked. 


Those  who 
think  it 
will  don't 
understand 
the  quo8« 
tion. 


the  question,  but  has  some  elementary  truth  of  its  own. 
According  to  them,  though  he  may  haye  been  vn'ong  in  sup- 
posing consciousness  to  be  to  itself  what  the  physiologist 
explains  it  to  be — since  any  supposition  at  all  about  it  except 
as  a  phenomenon,  to  which  certain  other  phenomena  are  in- 
variably antecedent,  is  at  best  superfluous — he  was  not  wrong 
in  taking  the  physiological  explanation  to  be  the  true  and 
sufficient  one.  To  such  persons  we  can  but  respectfully  point 
out  that  they  have  not  come  in  sight  of  the  problem  which 
Locke  and  his  followers,  on  however  false  a  method,  sought 
to  solve;  that, however  certain  may  be  the  correlation  between 
the  brain  and  thought,  in  the  sense  that  the  individual  would 
be  incapable  of  the  processes  of  thought  unless  he  had  brain 
and  nerves  of  a  particular  sort,  yet  it  is  equally  certain  that 
every  theory  of  the  correlation  must  presuppose  a  knowledge 
of  the  processes,  and  leave  that  knowledge  exactly  where  it 
was  before;  that  thus  their  science,  valuable  like  every  other 
science  within  its  own  department,  takes  for  granted  just 
what  metaphysic,  as  a  theory  of  knowledge,  seeks  to  explain. 
When  the  origin,  for  instance,  of  the  conception  of  body  or 
of  that  of  an  organic  structure  is  in  question,  it  is  in  the 
strictest  sense  preposterous  to  be  told  that  body  makes  the 
conception  of  body,  and  that  unless  the  brain  were  organic 
to  thought  I  should  not  now  be  thinking.  *  The  brain  is 
organic  to  thought ; '  here  is  a  proposition  involving  concep- 
tions within  conceptions — a  whole  hierarchy  of  ideas.  How 
am  I  enabled  to  re-think  these  in  order,  to  make  my  way 
from  the  simpler  to  the  more  complex,  by  any  iteration  or 
demonstration  of  the  proposition,  which  no  one  disputes,  or 
by  the  most  precise  examination  of  the  details  of  the  organic 
structure  itself? 

199.  The  quarrel  of  the  physiologist  with  the  metaphy- 
sician is,  in  fact,  due  to  an  ignorantia  elenchi  on  the  part 
of  the  former,  for  which  the  behaviour  of  English  *  metaphy- 
sicians,' in  attempting  to  assimilate  their  own  procedure  to 
that  of  the  natural  philosophers,  and  thus«  to  win  the  popular 
acceptance  which  these  alone  can  fairly  look  for,  has  afforded 
too  much  excuse.  The  question  really  at  issue  is  not  between 
two  co-ordinate  sciences,  as  if  a  theory  of  the  human  body 
were  claiming  also  to  be  a  theory  of  the  human  soul,  and  the 
theory  of  the  soul  were  resisting  the  aggression.  The  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  conceptions  which  all  the  departmental 
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sciences  alike  presuppose  shall  have  an  account  given  of  them 
or  no.  For  dispensing  with  such  an  account  altogether  (life 
being  short)  there  is  much  to  be  said,  if  only  men  would  or 
could  dispense  with  it ;  but  the  physiologist,  when  he  claims 
that  his  science  should  supersede  metaphysic,  is  not  dispen- 
sing with  it,  but  rendering  it  in  a  preposterous  way.  He 
accounts  for  the  formal  conceptions  in  question,  in  other 
words  for  thought  as  it  is  common  to  all  the  sciences,  as 
sequent  upon  the  antecedent  facts  which  his  science  ascer- 
tains— the  facts  of  the  animal  organisation.  But  these  con- 
ceptions— the  relations  of  cause  and  effect,  &c. — are  necessary 
to  constitute  the  facts.  They  are  not  an  ex  post  fdcto  in- 
terpretation of  them,  but  an  interpretation  without  which 
there  would  be  no  ascertainable  facts  at  all.  To  account 
for  them,  therefore,  as  the  result  of  the  facts  is  to  pro- 
ceed as  a  geologist  would  do,  who  should  treat  the  present 
conformation  of  the  earth  as  the  result  of  a  certain 
series  of  past  events,  and  yet,  in  describing  these,  should 
assume  the  present  conformation  as  a  determining  element 
in  each. 

200.  *  Empirical  psychology,'  however,  claims  to  have  a  Hume's 
way  of  its  own  for  explaining  thought,  distinct  from  that  of  psychology 
the  physiologist,  but  yet  founded  on  observation,  though  it  is  answer  it 
admitted  that  the  observation  takes  place  under  difficulties,  ©ither. 
Its  method  consists  in  a  history  of  consciousness,  as  a  series 
of  events  or  successive  states  observed  in  the  individual  by 
himself.  By  tracing  such  a  chain  of  de  facto  sequence  it  un- 
dertakes to  account  for  the  elements  common  to  all  know- 
ledge. Its  first  concern,  then,  must  be,  as  we  have  previously 
put  it,  to  ascertain  what  consciousness  is  to  itself  at  its 
beginning.  No  one  with  Berkeley  before  him,  and  accepting 
Berkeley's  negative  results^  could  answer  this  question  in 
Locke's  simple  way  by  making  the  primitive  consciousness 
report  itself  as  an  effect  of  the  operation  of  body.  To  do 
so  is  to  transfer  a  later  and  highly  complex  form  of  con- 
sciousness, whose  growth  has  to  be  traced,  into  the  earlier 
and  simple  form  from  which  the  growth  is  supposed  to 
begin.  This,  upon  the  supposition  that  the  process  of  con- 
sciousness by  which  conceptions  are  formed  is  a  series  of 
psychical  events — a  supposition  on  which  the  whole  method 
of  empirical  psychology  rests — is  in  principle  the  same  false 
procedure  as  that  which  we  have  imagined  in  the  case  of  a 
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geologist  above.  But  the  question  is  whether,  by  any  pro- 
cedure not  open  to  this  condemnation,  the  theory  could  seem, 
to  do  what  it  professes  to  do — explain  thought  or  '  cognition 
by  means  of  conceptions'  aa  something  which  happens  in 
sequence  upon  previous  psychical  events.  Does  it  not,  how- 
ever stated,  carry  with  it  an  implication  of  the  supposed 
later  state  in  the  earlier,  and  is  it  not  solely  in  virtue  of  this 
implication  that  it  seems  to  be  able  to  trace  the  genesis  of 
the  later  P  No  one  has  pursued  it  with  stricter  promises,  or 
made  a  fairer  show  of  being  faithful  to  them,  than  Hume. 
He  will  begin  with  simple  feeling,  as  first  experienced  by  the 
individual — unqualified  by  complex  conceptions,  physical  or 
metaphysical,  of  matter  or  of  mind — and  trace  the  process 
by  which  it  generates  the  *  ideas  of  philosophical  relation.' 
If  it  can  be  shown,  as  we  believe  it  can  be,  that,  even  when 
thus  pursued,  its  semblance  of  success  is  due  to  the  fact  that, 
by  interpreting  the  earliest  consciousness  in  terms  of  the 
latest,  it  puts  the  latter  in  place  of  the  former,  some  suspicion 
may  perhaps  be  created  that  a  natural  history  of  self-<2on- 
sciousness,  and  of  the  conceptions  by  which  it  makes  the 
world  its  own,  is  impossible,  since  such  a  history  must  be  of 
events,  and  self-consciousness  is  not  reducible  to  a  series  of 
events ;  being  already  at  its  beginning  formally,  or  poten- 
tially, or  implicitly  all  that  it  becomes  actually  or  explicitly 
in  developed  knowledge. 
It  only  201.  If  Hume  were  consistent  in  allowing  no  other  deter- 

dr8ob**a  -  ^i°3'^i^^  ^  *^®  impression  than  that  of  its  having  the 
Burning  tho  maximum  of  vivacity,  or  to  other  modes  of  consciousness 
*  fiction  *  It  than  the  several  degrees  of  their  removal  from  this  maximum, 

I1&8  to  &C" 

count  for;  he  would  Certainly  have  avoided  the  difficulties  which  attend 
Locke's  use  pf  the  metaphor  of  impression,  while  at  the  same 
time  he  would  have  missed  the  convenience,  involved  in  this 
use,  of  being  able  to  represent  the  primitive  consciousness  as 
already  a  recognition  of  a  thing  impressing  it,  and  thus  an 
'  idea  of  a  quality  of  body.'  But  at  the  outset  he  remarks 
that '  the  examination  of  our  sensations  '  {i,6.  our  impressions 
of  sensation)  '  belongs  more  to  anatomists  and  natural  phi- 
losophers than  to  moral,'  and  that  for  that  reason  he  shall 
begin  not  with  them  but  with  ideas  (p.  317).  Now  this  vir- 
tually means  that  he  will  begin,  indeed,  with  the  feelings  he 
finds  in  himself,  but  with  these  as  determined  by  the  notion 
that  they  are  results  of  something  else,  of  which  the  nature 
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is  not  for  the  present  explained.    Thus,  while  lie  does  not, 
like  Locke,  identify  our  earliest  consciousness  with  a  rough 
and  ready  physical  theory  of  its  cause,  he  gains  the  advan- 
tage of  this  identification  in  the  mind  of  his  reader,  who  from 
sensation,  thus  apparently  defined,  transfers  a  definiteness  to  ]>y  assam- 
the  ideas  and  secondary  impressions  as  derived  from  it,  |™e8-*^ 
though  in  the  sequel  the  theory  turns  out,  if  possible  at  all,  sion  re- 
to  be  at  best  a  remote  result  of  custom  and  association.  We  p^^^id 
shall  see  this  more  clearly  if  we  look  back  to  the  general 
account  of  impressions  and  ideas  quoted  above»     ^  An  im* 
pression  first  strikes  upon  the  senses  and  makes  us  perceive 
pleasure  or  pain,  of  which  a  copy  is  taken  by  the  mind,'  called 
an  idea.    Now  if  we  set  aside  the  notion  of  a  body  making 
impact  upon  a  sensuous,  and  through  it  upon  a  mental, 
tablet,  pleasure  or  pain  is  the  impression,  which,  again,  is  as 
much  or  as  little  in  the  mind  as  the  idea.     Thus  the  state- 
ment might  be  re-written  as  foUows : — '  Pleasure  or  pain 
makes  the  mind  perceive  pleasure  or  pain,  of  which  a  copy 
is  taken  by  the  mind.'    This,  of  course,   is  nonsense ;  but 
between  this  nonsense  and  the  plausibility  of  the  state- 
ment as  it  stands,  the  difference  depends  on  the  double 
distinction  understood  in  the  latter — the  distinction  (a)  be- 
tween the  producing  cause  of  the  impression  and  the  im- 
pression produced ;    and    {h)   between    the   impression   as 
produced  on  the  senses,  and  the  idea  as  preserved  by  the 
mind.    This  passage,  as  we  shall  see,  is  only  a  sample  of 
many  of  the  same  sort.    .Throughout,  however  explicitly 
Hume  may  give  warning  that  the  difference  between  im- 
pression and  idea  is  only  one  of  liveliness,  however  little 
he  may  scruple  in  the  sequel  to  reduce  body  and   mind 
alike  to  the  succession  of  feelings,  his  system  gains  the 
benefit  of  the  contrary  assumption  which  the  uncritical  reader 
is  ready  to  make  for  him.    As  often  as  the  question  returns 
whether  a  phrase,  purporting  to  express  an  '  abstract  concep- 
tion,' expresses  any  actual  idea  or  no,  his  test  is,  '  Point  out 
the  impression  from  which  the  idea,  if  there  be  any,  is  de- 
rived ' — a  test  which  has  clearly  no  significance  if  the  im- 
pression is  merely  the  idea  itself  at  a  livelier  stage  (for  a 
person,  claiming  to  have  the  idea,  would  merely  have  to  say 
that  he  had  never  known  it  more  lively,  and  that,  therefore, 
it  was  itself  an  impression,  and  the  force  of  the  test  would 
be  gone),  but  which  seems  so  satisfactory  because  the  impres- 
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sion  is  regarded  as  the  direct  effect  of  outward  things,  and 
thus  as  haviug  a  prerogative  of  reality  over  any  perception 
to  which  the  mind  contributes  anything  of  its  own.     By 
availing  himself  alternately  of  this  popular  conception  of  the 
impression  of  sensation  and  of  his  own  account  of  it,  he  gains 
a  double  means  of  suppressing  any  claim  of  thought  to  ori- 
ginate.  Every  idea,  by  being  supposed  in  a  more  lively  state, 
can  be  represented  as  derived  £rom  an  impression,  and  thus 
(according  to  the  popular  notion)  as  an  effect  of  something 
which,  whatever  it  is,  is   not  thought.     If  thereupon  it  is 
pointed  out   that  this  outward    something   is   a    form  of 
substance  which,  according  to  Hume's  own  showing,  is  a 
fiction  of  thought,  there  is  an  easy  refuge  open  in  the  reply 
that  ^impression'  is  only  meant  to  express  a  lively  feel- 
ing, not  any  dependence  upon  matter  of  which  we  know 
nothing. 
Sothe*Po-       202.  Thus  the  way  is  prepared  for  the  juggle  which  the 
sitivist*      modem  popular  logic  performs  with  the  word  *  phenomenon' 
with  ^phe-  — ^  term  which  gains  acceptance  for  the  theory  that  turns 
nomena.'      upon  it  bccause  it  conveys  the  notion  of  a  relation  between 
a  real  order  and  a  perceiving  mind,  and  thus  gives  to  those 
who  avail  themselves  of  it  the  benefit  of  an  implication  of  the 
*  noumena '  which  they  affect  to  ignore.     Hume's  inconsis- 
tency, however,  stops  far  short  of  that  of  his  later  disciples. 
For  the  purpose  of  detraction  from  the  work  of  thought  he 
availed  himself,  indeed,  of  that  work  as  embodied  in  lan- 
guage, but  only  so  far  as  was  necessary  to  his  destructive 
purpose.     He  did  not  seriously  affect  to  be  reconstructing 
the  fabric  of  knowledge  on  a  basis  of  fact.      There  occa- 
sionally appears  in  him,  indeed,  something  of  the  charla- 
tanry of  common  sense  in  passages,  more  worthy  of  Boling- 
broke  than  himself,  where  he  writes  as  a  champion  of  facts 
against  metaphysical  jargon.     But  when  we  get  behind  the 
mask  of  concession   to  popular  prejudice,  partly  ironical, 
partly  due  to  his  undoubted  vanity,  we  find  much  more  of 
the  ancient  sceptic  than  of  the  *  positive  philosopher.' 
Essential         203.  The  ancient  sceptic  (at  least  as  represented  by  the 
difference,    ancient  philosophers),  finding  knowledge  on  the  basis  of  dis- 
bet^^^n^*     tinction  between  the  real  and  apparent  to  be  impossible, 
Hume  and   discarded  the  enterprise  of  arriving  at  general  truth  in  oppo- 
tivist'     "    sition  to  what  appears  to  the  individual  at  any  particular 
instant,  and  satisfied  himself  with  noting  such  general  ten- 
dencies of  expectation  and  desire  as  would  guide  men  in  the 
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conduct  of  life  and  enable  them  to  get  what  they  wanted  by 
contrivance  and  persuasion.'  Such  a  state  of  mind  excludes 
all  motive  to  the  *  interrogation  of  nature/  for  it  recognises 
no  '  nature  *  but  the  present  appearance  to  the  individual ; 
and  this  does  not  admit  of  being  interrogated.  The  '  posi- 
tive philosopher '  has  nothing  in  common  with  it  but  the  use, 
in  a  different  sense,  of  the  word  ^apparent.'  He  plumes 
himself,  indeed,  on  not  going  in  quest  of  any  *  thing-in-itself ' 
other  than  what  appears  to  the  senses ;  but  he  distinguishes 
between  a  real  and  apparent  in  the  order  of  appearance,  and 
considers  the  real  order  of  appearance,  having  a  permanence 
and  uniformity  which  belong  to  no  feeling  as  the  individual 
feels  it,  to  be  the  true  object  of  knowledge.  No  one  is  more 
severe  upon  *  propensities  to  believe,'  however  spontaneously 
suggested  by  the  ordinary  sequence  of  appearances,  if  they 
are  found  to  conflict  with  the  order  of  nature  as  ascer- 
tained by  experimental  interrogation ;  t.6.  with  a  sequence 
observed  (it  may  be)  in  but  a  single  instance.  Which  of  the 
two  attitudes  of  thought  is  the  more  nearly  Hume's,  will 
come  out  as  we  proceed.  It  was  just  with  the  distinction 
between  the  '  real  and  fantastic,'  as  Locke  had  left;  it,  that 
he  had  to  deal ;  and,  as  will  appear,  it  is  finally  by  a  ^  propensity 
to  feign,'  not  by  a  uniform  order  of  natural  phenomena, 
that  he  replaces  the  real  which  Locke,  according  to  his  first 
niind,  had  found  in  archetypal  things  and  their  operations 
on  us. 

204.  We  have  seen  that  Berkeley,  having  reduced  *  simple  Ho  adopt* 
ideas '  to  their  simplicity  by  showing  the  illegitimacy  of  the  d^^nlaf 
assumption  that  they  report  qualities  of  a  matter  which  is  itself  ideas,  but 
a  complex  idea,  is  only  able  to  make  his  constructive  theory  BcrkoWB 
march  by  the  supposition  of  the  reality  and  knowability  of  saving 
'spirit*   and   relations.      *  Ideas'   are  *  fleeting,  perishable  ^^^^ 
passions;*  but  the  relations  beti\'een  them  are  uniform,  and 
in  virtue  of  this  uniformity  the  fleeting  idea  may  be  inter- 
preted as  a  symbol  of  a  real  order.     But  such  relations,'  as 
real,  imply  the  presence  of  the  ideas  to  the  constant  mind  of 
God,  and,  as  knowable,  their  presence  to  a  like  mind  in  us. 
We  have  further  seen  how  little  Berkeley,  according  to  the 
method  by  which  he  disposed  of  *  abstract  general  ideas,'  was 
entitled  to  such  a  supposition.    Hume  sets  it  aside ;  but  the 

»  Cf.  Plato's  ♦Protagoras/  323,  and      book  of  Hume's  *  Treatise  on  Human 
'Thoaetatus/  167,  with  the  concluding      Nature.' 
paragraphs  of  the  last  part  of  the  first 
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question  is,  whether  mthout  a  supposition  virtaally  the  same 
he  can  represent  the  association  of  ideas  as  doing  the  work 
that  he  assigned  to  it. 
in  regard  ^  205.  His  exclusion  of  Berkeley's  supposition  with  regard 
to  *8pint,  ^  ( spirit*  is  stated  without  disguise,  though  unfortunately 
not  till  towards  the  end  of  the  first  book  of  the  *  Treatise  on 
Human  Nature,'  which  could  not  have  run  so  smoothly  if 
the  statement  had  been  made  at  the  beginning.  It  follows 
legitimately  from  the  method,  which  he  inherited,  of  ^  look- 
ing into  his  mind  to  see  how  it  wrought.'  *  Prom  what  im- 
pression,' he  asks,  '  cotdd  the  idea  of  self  be  derived  9  It 
must  be  some  one  impression  that  gives  rise  to  every  real 
idea.  But  self  or  person  is  not  any  impression,  but  that  to 
which  our  several  impressions  and  ideas  are  supposed  to  have 
a  reference.  If  any  impression  gives  rise  to  the  idea  of  self, 
that  impression  must  continue  invariably  the  same  through 
the  whole  course  of  our  Uves,  since  self  is  supposed  to  exist 
after  that  manner.  But  there  is  no  impression  constant  and 
invariable.  Pain  and  pleasure,  grief  and  joy,  passions  and 
sensations  succeed  each  other,  and  never  all  exist  at  the  same 
time.  It  cannot,  therefore,  be  from  any  of  these  impressions, 
or  from  any  other,  that  the  idea  of  self  is  derived ;  and,  con- 
sequentiy,  there  is  no  such  idea.'  Again:  *  When  I  enter 
most  intimately  into  what  is  called  myself,  I  always  stumble 
on  some  particular  perception  of  heat  or  cold,  light  or  shade, 
love  or  hatred,  pain  or  pleasure.  I  never  can  catch  myself 
at  any  time  without  a  perception,  and  never  can  ob- 
serve anything  but  the  perception.  When  my  perceptions 
are  removed  for  any  time,  as  by  sound  sleep,  so  long  am  I 
insensible  of  myself,  and  may  truly  be  said  not  to  exist.' 
Thus  '  men  are  nothing  but  a  bundle  or  collection  of  different 
perceptions  that  succeed  each  other  with  inconceivable  rapi- 
dity, and  are  in  a  perpetual  flux  or  movement.  Our  eyes 
cannot  turn  in  their  sockets  without  varying  our  perceptions. 
Our  thought  is  still  more  variable  than  our  sight.  •  •  •  nor 
is  there  any  single  power  of  the  soul  which  remains  unal- 
terably the  same  perhaps  for  one  moment.  •  •  •  There  is 
properly  no  simplicity  in  the  mind  at  one  time  nor  identity 
at  different'  (pp.  533  and  684). 
in  regard  to  206.  His  position  in  regard  to  ideas  of  relation  cannot  be 
relations,  go  summarily  exhibited.  It  is  from  its  ambiguity,  indeed, 
that  his  system  derives  at  once  its  plausibility  and  its  weak- 
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ness.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  necessary,  according  to  him, 
to  distinguish  between  '  natural  *  and  *  philosophical  relation.' 
The  latter  is  one  of  which  the  idea  is  acquired  by  the  com- 
parison of  objects,  as  distinct  from  natunJ  relation  or  ^  the 
quality  by  which  two  ideas  are  connected  togetheiv  in  the 
imagination,  and  the  one  naturally  *  (t.d.  according  to  the 
principle  of  association)  ^  introduces  the  other '  (p.  322).  Of  Hib  ac- 
philosophical  relation— or,  according  to  another  form  of  ex-  count  of 
pression,  of  *  qualities  by  which  the  ideas  of  philosophical  ^*®* 
relation  are  produced ' — seven  kinds  are  enumerated ;  viz. 
^  resemblance,  identity,  relations  of  time  and  place,  propor- 
tion in  quantity  and  number,  degrees  in  quality,  contrariety, 
and  causation '  (ibid.,  and  p.  372).  Some  of  these  do,  some 
do  not,  dppa/renbly  correspond  to  the  qualities  by  which  the 
mind  is  natwrally  ^  conveyed  from  one  idea  to  another ; '  or 
which,  in  other  words,  constitute  the  ^  gentle  force '  that  de- 
termines the  order  in  which  the  imagination  habitually  puts 
together  ideas.  Freedom  in  the  conjunction  of  ideas,  indeed, 
is  implied  in  the  term  ^imagination,'  which  is  only  thus 
differenced  from  '  memory ;'  but,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  com- 
monly only  connects  ideas  which  are  related  to  each  other  in 
the  way  either  of  resemblance,  or  of  contiguity  in  time  and 
place,  or  of  cause  and  effect.  Other  relations  of  the  philo- 
sophical sort  are  the  opposite  of  iMitural.  Thus, '  distance 
will  be  allowed  by  philosophers  to  be  a  true  relation,  because 
we  acquire  an  idea  of  it  by  the  comparing  of  objects ;  but  in 
a  common  way  we  say,  ^^  that  nothing  can  be  more  distant 
than  such  or  such  things  from  each  other ;  nothing  can  have 
less  relation  " '  (ibid.). 

207.  Hume's  classification  of  philosophical  relations  evi-  It  coire- 
dently  serves  the  same  purpose  as  Locke's,  of  the  *  four  sorts  toLocko'i 
of  agreement  or  disagreement  between  ideas,'  in  the  per-  account  of 
ception  of  which  knowledge  consists;*  but  there  are  some  *^®"^n^' 
important  discrepancies.      Locke's  second  sort,  which  he  between 
awkwardly  describes  as  *  agreement  or  disagreement  in  the  '^^^^^ 
wsij  of  relation,'  may  fairly  be  taken  to  cover  three  of  Hume's 
kinds ;  viz.  relations  of  time  and  place,  proportion  in  quan- 
tity or  number,  and  degrees  in  any  quality.    About  Locke's 
first  sort,  *  identity  and  diversity,'  there  is  more  difficulty. 
Under  *  identity,'  as  was  pointed  out  above,  he  includes  the 

*  See  above,  paragraph  25  and  the  passages  from  Locko  there  referred  to. 


B 


172  GENERAL  INTRODUCTION. 

relations  which  Hume  distingoishea  as  '  identity  proper'  and 

*  resemblance/  *  Diversity'  at  first  sight  might  seem  to  cor- 
respond to '  contrariety ;'  but  the  latter,  according  to  Hume's 
usage,  is  much  more  restricted  in  meaning.  Difference  of 
number  and  difference  of  kind,  which  he  distinguishes  as  the 
opposites  severally  of  identity  and  resemblance,  though  they 
come  under  Locke's  *  diversity,'  are  not  by  Hume  considered 
relations  at  all,  on  the  principle  that '  no  elation  of  any  kind 
can  subsist  without  some  degree  of  resemblance.'  They  are 
'  rather  a  negation  of  relation  than  anything  real  and  positive.' 

*  Contrariety '  he  reckons  only  to  obi».in  between  ideas  of  ex- 
istence and  non-existence,  '  which  are  plainly  resembling  as 
implying  both  of  them  an  idea  of  the  object ;  though  the 
latter  excludes  the  object  fi:om  all  times  and  places  in  which 
it  is  supposed  not  to  exist'  (p.  823).  There  remain  'cause 
and  effect '  in  Hume's  list ;  '  co-existence'  and '  real  existence' 
in  Locke's.  *  Co-existence '  is  not  expressly  identified  by 
Locke  with  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect,  but  it  is  with 

*  necessary  connection.'  It  means  specially,  it  will  be  remem- 
bered,^ the  co-existence  of  ideas,  not  as  constituents  of  a 
'nominal  essence,'  but  as  qualities  of  real  substances  in 
nature;  and  our  knowledge  of  this  depends  on  our  knowledge 
of  necessary  connection  between  the  qualities,  either  as  one 
supposing  the  other  (which  is  the  form  of  necessary  connection 
between  primary  qualities),  or  as  one  being  the  effect  of  the 
other  (which  is  the  form  of  necessary  connection  between  the 
ideas  of  secondary  qualities  and  the  primary  ones).  Having 
no  knowledge  of  necessary  connection  as  in  real  substances, 
we  have  none  of  *  co-existence '  in  the  above  sense,  but  only 
of  the  present  union  of  ideas  in  any  particular  experiment.^ 
The  parallel  between  this  doctrine  of  Locke's  and  Hume's  of 
cause  and  effect  will  appear  as  we  proceed.  To  *  real  exist- 
ence,' since  the  knowledge  of  it  according  to  Locke's  account 
is  not  a  perception  of  agreement  between  ideas  at  all,  it  is 
not  strange  that  nothing  should  correspond  in  Hume's  list  of 
relations. 

Ck>uid  208.  It  is  his  method  of  dealing  with  these  ideas  of  philo- 

Humecon-  gophical  relation  that  is  specially  characteristic  of  Hume. 

admit  idea  Let  US,  then,  cousidcr  how  the  notion  of  relation  altogether  is 

of  relation  affected  bv  his  reduction  of  the  world  of  consciousness  to 

at  all  ?  ^ 

'  See  above,  paragraph  122. 

'  Locke,  Book  it.  sec.  iii.  chap.  ziv. ;  and  above,  paragraph  121  and  122. 
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impressions  and  ideas.  What  is  an  impression  9  To  this, 
as  we  have  seen,  the  only  direct  answer  given  by  him  is  that 
it  is  a  feeling  which  must  be  more  lively  before  it  becomes 
less  so.^  For  a  further  account  of  what  is  to  be  understood 
by  it  we  must  look  to  the  passages  where  the  governing 
terms  of  *  school-metaphysics '  are,  one  after  the  other,  shown 
to  be  unmeaning,  because  not  taken  from  impressions.  Thus, 
when  the  idea  of  substance  is  to  be  reduced  to  an  ^  unintel- 
ligible chimsera,'  it  is  asked  whether  it  *  be  derived  from  the 
impressions  of  sensation  or  reflection  ?  If  it  be  conveyed  to 
us  by  our  senses,  I  ask,  which  of  them,  and  after  what 
manner  9  If  it  be  perceived  by  the  eyes,  it  must  be  a  colour ; 
if  by  the  ears,  a  sound ;  if  by  the  palate,  a  taste ;  and  so  of 
the  other  senses.  But  I  believe  none  will  assert  that  sub- 
stance is  either  a  colour,  or  a  sound,  or  a  taste.  The  idea 
of  substance  must  therefore  be  derived  from  an  impression  of 
reflection,  if  it  really  exist.  But  the  impressions  of  reflection 
resolve  themselves  into  our  passions  and  emotions'  (p.  324). 
From  the  polemic  against  abstract  ideas  we  learn  farther 
that '  the  appearance  of  an  object  to  the  senses '  is  the  same 
thing  as  an  *  impression^becoming  present  to  the  mind '  (p. 
327).  That  is  to  say,  when  we  talk  of  anTmpression  of  an 
object,  it  is  not  to  be  understood  that  the  feeling  is  deter-, 
mined  by  reference  to  anything  other  than  itself:  it  is  itself } 
the  object.  To  the  same  purpose,  in  the  criticism  of  the 
notion  of  an  external  world,  we  are  told  that '  the  senses  are 
incapable  of  giving  rise  to  the  notion  of  the  continued  exist- 
ence of  their  objects,  after  they  no  longer  appear  to  the 
senses ;  for  that  is  a  contradiction  in  terms '  (since  the  ap-  / 
pearance  ie  the  object) ;  and  that '  they  offer  not  their  im- 
pressions as  the  images  of  something  distinct,  or  independent, 
or  external,  because  they  convey  to  us  nothing  but  a  single 
perception,  and  never  give  us  the  least  intimation  of  any- 
thing beyond*  (p.  479).  The  distinction  between  impres- 
sion 6f  sensation  and  impression  of  reflection,  then,  can-  < 
not,  any  more  than  that  between  impression  and  idea,  be  ' 
regarded  as  either  really  or  apparently  a  distinction  between 
outer  and  inner.  'All  impressions  are  internal  and  perishing  i 
existences  *  (p.  483) ;  and,  *  everything  that  enters  the  mind  | 
being  in  reality  as  the  impression,  'tis  impossible  anything  > 
should  to  feeling  appear  different'  (p.  480). 

'  See  above,  paragraphs  195  and  197. 
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209.  This  amounts  to  a  fiill  acceptance  of  Berkeley's  doc- 
trine of  sense;  and  the  question  necessarily  arises — such  being 
the  impression,  and  all  ideas  being  impressions  grown  weaker, 
can  there  be  an  idea  of  relation  at  all  ?  Is  it  not  open  to  the 
same  challenge  which  Hume  offers  to  those  who  talk  of  an 
idea  of  substance  or  of  spirit  ?  '  It  is  from  some  one  impres- 
sion that  every  real  idea  is  derived.'  What,  then,  is  the  one 
impression  from  which  the  idea  of  relation  is  derived  ?  '  If 
it  be  perceived  by  the  eyes,  it  must  be  a  colour ;  if  by  the 
ears,  a  sound ;  if  by  the  palate,  a  taste ;  and  so  of  the  other 
senses.'  There  remain  ^our  passions  and  emotions;'  but 
what  passion  or  emotion  is  a  resemblance,  or  a  proportion, 
or  a  relation  of  cause  and  effect  9 

210.  Bespect  for  Hume's  thoroaghness  as  a  philosopher 
must  be  qualified  by  the  observation  that  he  does  not  abtempt 
to  meet  this  difficulty  in  its  generality,  but  only  as  it  affects 
the  relations  of  identity  and  causation.  The  truth  seems  to 
be  that  he  wrote  with  Berkeley  steadily  before  his  mind;  and 
it  was  Berkeley's  treatment  of  these  two  relations  in  parti- 
cular as  not  sensible  but  intelligible,  and  his  assertion  of  a 
philosophic  Theism  on  the  strength  of  their  mere  intelligi- 
bility, that  determined  Hume,  since  it  would  have  been  an 
anachronism  any  longer  to  treat  them  as  sensible,  to  dispose 
of  them  altogether.  The  condition  of  his  doing  so  with 
success  was  that,  however  unwarrantably,  he  should  treat 
the  other  relations  as  sensible.  The  language,  which  seems 
to  express  ideas  of  the  two  questionable  relations,  he  has  to 
account  for  as  the  result  of  certain  impressions  of  reflection, 
called  ^  propensities  to  feign,'  which  in  their  turn  have  to  be 
accounted  for  as  resulting  from  the  natural  relations  of  ideas 
according  to  the  definition  of  these  quoted  above,^  as  '  the 
qualities  by  which  one  idea  habitually  introduces  another.' 
Among  these,  as  we  saw,  he  included  not  only  resemblance 
and  contiguity  in  time  or  place,  but  'cause  and  effect.' 
'  There  is  no  relation,'  he  says, '  which  produces  a  stronger 
connection  in  the  fancy  than  this.'  But  in  this,  as  in  much 
of  the  language  which  gives  the  first  two  Parts  their  plausi- 
bility, he  is  taking  advantage  of  received  notions  on  the  part 
of  the  reader,  which  it  is  the  work  of  the  rest  of  the  book  to 
set  aside.   In  any  sense,  according  to  him,  in  which  it  differs 

'  See  above,  paragraph  206. 
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from  usual  contiguity,  ihe  relation  of  cause  and  effect  is  itself 
reducible  to  a  *  propensity  to  feign,*  arising  from  the  other 
natural  relations ;  but  when  the  reader  is  told  of  its  producing 
'  a  strong  connection  in  the  fajicj,*  he  is  not  apt  to  think  of 
it  as  itself  nothing  more  than  the  product  of  such  a  con- 
nection.    For  the  present,  however,  we  have  only  to  point 
out   that  Hume,  when  he  co-ordinates  it  with  the  other 
natural  relations,  must  be  understood  to  do  so  provisionally. 
According  to  him  it  is  derived,  while  they  are  primary.   Upon 
iheni,  then,  rested  the  possibility  of  filling  the  gap  between  the  i.6.  from 
occurrence  of  single  impressions,  none  *  determined  by  refer-  ^^  ^^^^ 
ence  to  anything  other  than  itself,'  and  what  we  are  pleased  contiguity. 
to  call  our  knowledge,  ivith  its  fictions  of  mind  and  thing, 
of  real  and  apparent,  of  necessary  as  distinct  from  usual 
connection. 

211.  We  will  begin  with  Besemblance.  As  to  this,  it  will 
be  said,  it  is  an  affectation  of  subtlety  to  question  whether 
there  can  be  an  impression  of  it  or  no.  The  difficulty  only 
arises  from  our  regarding  the  perception  of  resemblance  as 
different  from,  and  subsequent  to,  the  resembling  sensations ; 
whereas,  in  fact,  the  occurrence  of  two  impressions  of  sense, 
such  as  (let  us  say)  yellow  and  red,  is  itself  the  impression  of 
their  likeness  and  unlikeness.  Hume  himself,  it  may  be 
further  urged,  at  any  rate  in  regard  to  resemblance,  antici- 
pates this  solution  of  an  imaginary  difficulty  by  his  important 
division  of  philosophical  relations  into  two  chisses  (p.  372) — 
such  as  depend  entirely  on  the  ideas  which  we  compare 
together,  and  such  as  may  be  changed  without  any  change 
in  the  ideas  * — and  by  his  inclusion  of  resemblance  in  the 
former  class. 

212.  Now  we  gladly  admit  the  mistake  of  supposing  that  is  resem- 
sensations  undetermined  by  relation  first  occur,  and  that  ^^p<^^®° 

*  ^  '  an  impres- 

afterwards  we  become  conscious  of  their  relation  in  the  sion? 
way  of  likeness  or  unlikeness.  Apart  from  such  relation, 
it  is  true,  the  sensations  would  be  nothing.  But  this  ad- 
mission involves  an  important  qualification  of  the  doctrine 
that  impressions  are  single,  and  that  the  mind  (according 
to  Hume's  awkward  figure)  is  a  'bundle  or  collection  of 
these,'  succeeding  each  other  '  in  a  perpetual  flux  or  move- 
ment.' It  implies  that  the  single  impression  in  its  singleness 
is  what  it  is  through  relation  to  another,  which  must  there- 
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fore  be  present  along  with  it ;  .  and  that  thus,  though  they 
may  occur  in  a  perpetual  flux  of  succession — every  turn  of 
the  eyes  in  their  sockets,  as  Hume  truly  says,  giving  a  new 
one — yet,  just  so  far  as  they  are  qualified  by  likeness  or  un- 
likeness  to  each  other,  they  must  be  taken  out  of  that  suc- 
cession by  something  which  is  not  itself  in  it,  but  is  indivisibly 
present  to  every  moment  of  it.  This  we  may  call  soul,  or 
mind,  or  what  we  will ;  but  we  must  not  identify  it  with  the 
brain*  either  directly  or  by  implication  (as  we  do  when  we 
*  refer  to  the  anatomist'  for  an  account  of  it),  since  by  the 
brain  is  meant  something  material,  i.e.  divisible,  which  the 
unifying  subject  spoken  of,  as  feeling  no  less  than  as  thinking, 
cannot  be.  In  short,  any  such  modification  of  Hume's  doc- 
trine of  the  singleness  and  successiveness  of  impressions  aa 
will  entitle  us  to  speak  of  their  carrying  with  them,  though 
single  and  successive,  the  consciousness  of  their  resemblance 
to  each  other,  will  also  entitle  us  to  speak  of  their  carrying 
with  them  a  reference  to  that  which  is  not  itself  any  single 
impression,  but  is  permanent  throughout  the  impressions; 
and  the  whole  ground  of  Hume's  polemic  against  the  idea 
of  self  or  spirit  is  removed.* 
Distinction  213.  The  abovo  admission,  however,  does  not  dispose  of 
between  the  question  about  ideas  of  resemblance.  A  feeling  qualified 
feei^^"^^  by  relation  of  resemblance  to  other  feelings  is  a  diflFerent 
and  idea  of  thing  (rom  an  idea  of  that  relation— different  with  all  the 
biance"  difference  which  Hume  ignores  between  feeling  and  thought, 
between  consciousness  and  self-consciousness.  The  qualifi- 
cation of  successive  feelings  by  mutual  relation  implies, 
indeed,  the  presence  to  them  of  a  subject  permanent  and 
immaterial  {i.  e.  not  in  time  or  space) ;  but  it  does  not  imply 
that  this  subject  presents  them  to  itself  as  related  objects, 
permanent  with  its  own  permanence,  which  abide  and  may 
be  considered  apart  from  '  the  circumstances  in  time '  of  their 
occurrence.  Yet  such  presentation  is  supposed  by  all  language 
other  than  interjectional.  It  is  it  alone  which  can  give  us 
names  of  things,  as  distinct  from  noises  prompted  by  the 
feelings  as  they  occur.  Of  course  it  is  open  to  any  one  to 
say  that  by  an  idefa  of  resemblance  he  does  not  mean  any 
thought  involving  the  self-conscious  presentation  spoken  of, 
but  merely  a  feeling  qualified  by  resemblance,  and  not  at  its 

*  It  \b,  of  course,  quite  a  difibrent      properly,  the  whole  body)  is  organic  to  it. 
thing  to  say  that  the  brain  (or,  more  *  See  abore,  paragraph  206. 


HOW  IS  *  COLLECTION  OF  IDEAS*  POSSIBLE?        177 

liveliest  stage.  Thus  Hume  tells  us  that  by  *  idea '  he  merely 
means  a  feeling  less  lively  than  it  has  been,  and  that  by  idea 
of  anything  he  implies  no  reference  to  anything  other  than 
the  idea,^  but  means  just  a  related  idea,  i.e.  a  feeling  qualified 
by  *  natural  relation '  to  other  feelings.  It  is  by  this  thought- 
ful abnegation  of  thought,  as  we  shall  find,  that  he  arrives  at 
his  sceptical  result.  But  language  (for  the  reason  mentioned) 
would  not  allow  him  to  be  faithful  to  the  abnegation.  He 
could  not  make  such  a  profession  without  being  false  to  it. 
This  appears  already  in  his  account  of  *  complex '  and  '  ab- 
stract '  ideas. 

214.  His  account  of  the  idea  of  a  substance  (p.  324)  is  Substances 
simply  Locke's,  as  Locke's  would  become  upon  elimination  of  —  coiiec- 
the  notion  that  there  is  a  real  ^  something '  in  which  the  col-  ideas. 
lection  of  ideas  subsist,  and  from  which  they  result.     It  thus 
avoids  all  dilBiculties  about  the  relation  between  nominal  and 

real  essence.  Just  as  Locke  says  that  in  the  case  of  a  ^  mixed 
mode  ^  the  nominal  essence  is  the  real,  so  Hume  would  say  of 
a  substance.  The  only  difference  is  that  while  the  collection 
of  ideas,  called  a  mixed  mode,  does  not  admit  of  addition 
without  a  change  of  its  name,  that  called  a  substance  does. 
Upon  discovery  of  the  solubility  of  gold  in  aqua  regia  we  add 
that  idea  to  the  collection,  to  which  the  name  '  gold '  has  pre- 
viously been  assigned,  without  disturbance  in  the  use  of  the 
name,  because  the  name  already  covers  not  only  the  ideas  of 
certain  qualities,  but  also  the  idea  of  a  *  principle  of  union  ' 
between  them,  which  will  extend  to  any  ideas  presented 
along  with  them.  As  this  principle  of  union,  however,  is  not 
itself  any  *  real  essence,'  but '  part  of  the  complex  idea,'  the 
question,  so  troublesome  to  Locke,  whether  a  proposition 
about  gold  asserts  real  co-existence  or  only  the  inclusion  of 
an  idea  in  a  nominal  essence,  will  be  superfluous.  How  the 
*  principle  of  union '  is  to  be  explained,  will  appear  below.* 

215.  There  are  names,  then,  which  represent  *  collections  How  can 
of  ideas.'     How  can  we  explain  such  collection  if  ideas  are  ^^^f^'*^ 
merely  related  feelings  grown  fainter?    Do  we,  when  we  use  collected? 
one  of  these  names  significantly,  recall,  though  in  a  fainter 

form,  a  series  of  feeUugs  that  we  have  experienced  in  the 
process  of  collection  ?  Does  the  chemist,  when  he  says  that 
gold  is  soluble  in  aqua  regia,  recall  the  visual  and  tactual 

*  See  aboTe,  paragraph  208.  '  Paragraph  308,  and  the  following. 
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feeling  which  he  experienced  when  he  found  it  soluble  P  K 
so,  as  that  feeling  took  its  character  from  relation  to  a  multi- 
tude of  other  ^  complex  ideas/  he  must  on  the  same  principle 
recall  in  endless  series  the  sensible  occurrences  from  which 
each  constituent  of  each  constituent  of  these  was  derived ; 
and  a  like  process  must  be  gone  through  when  gold  is  pro- 
nounced ductile,  malleable,  &c.  But  this  would  be,  according 
to  the  figure  which  Hume  himself  adopts,  to  recall  a  ^perpetual 
flux.*  The  very  term  *  collection  of  ideas,'  indeed,  if  this  be 
the  meaning  of  ideas,  is  an  absurdity,  for  how  can  a  perpetual 
flux  be  collected  ?  If  we  tdrn  for  a  solution  of  the  difficulty 
to  the  chapter  where  Hume  expressly  discusses  the  significance 
of  general  names,  we  shall  find  that  it  is  not  the  question  we 
have  here  put,  and  which  flows  directly  from  his  account  of 
ideas,  that  he  is  there  treating,  but  an  entirely  different  one, 
and  one  that  could  not  be  raised  till  for  related  feeling  had 
been  substituted  the  thought  of  an  object  under  relations. 
Are  there  216.  The  chapter  mentioned  concerns  the  question  which 
general  arises  out  of  Lockc's  pregnant  statement  that  words  and 
Berkeley  ideas  are  '  pariiicular  in  their  existence '  even  when  ^  general 
said,  *  yes  jn  their  signification.'  From  this  statement  we  saw*  that 
Berkeley  derived  his  explanation  of  the  apparent  generality 
of  ideas — the  explanation,  namely,  which  reduces  it  to  a  rela- 
tion, yet  not  such  a  one  as  would  affect  the  nature  of  the  idea 
itself,  which  is  and  remains  ^particular,'  but  a  symbolical 
relation  between  it  and  other  particular  ideas  for  which  it  is 
taken  to  stand.  An  idea,  however,  that  carries  with  it  a 
consciousness  of  symbolical  relation  to  other  ideas,  cannot 
but  be  qualified  by  this  relation.  The  generality  must 
become  part  of  its  *  nature,'  and,  accordingly,  the  distinction 
between  idea  and  thing  being  obliterated,  of  the  nature  of 
things.  Thus  Berkeley  virtually  arrives  at  a  result  which 
renders  unmeaning  his  preliminary  exclusion  of  universality 
from  *the  absolute,  positive  nature  or  conception  of  anything.' 
Hume  seeks  to  avoid  it  by  putting  '  custom '  in  the  place  of 
the  consciousness  of  symbolical  relation.  True  to  his  voca- 
tion of  explaining  away  all  functions  of  thought  that  will  not 
sort  with  the  treatment  of  it  as  *  decaying  sense,'  he  would 
resolve  that  idea  of  a  relation  between  certain  ideas,  in  virtue 
of  which  one  is  taken  to  stand  for  the  rest,  into  the  de  facto 

■  Above,  paragraphs  182  and  183. 
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sequence  upon  one  of  them  of  the  rest.  Here,  as  everywhere 
else,  he  would  make  related  feelings  do  instead  of  relations 
of  ideas ;  but  whether  the  related  feelings,  as  he  is  obliged 
to  describe  them,  do  not  already  presuppose  relations  of  ideas 
in  distinction  from  feelings,  remains  to  be  seen. 

217.  The  question  about  ^generality  of  signification,'  as  Hume 'no* 
he  puts  it>  comes  to  this.     In  every  proposition,  though  its  "°*Pb'- 
subject  be  a  common  noun,  we  necessarily  present  to  our- 
selves some  one  individual  object  'with  all  its  particular 
circumstances  and  proportions.'     How  then  can  tiie  propo- 
sition be  general  in  denotation  and  connotation  ?    How  can 

it  be  miade  Mrith  reference  to  a  multitude  of  individual  objects 
other  than  that  presented  to  the  mind,  and  how  can  it  con- 
cern only  such  of  the  qualities  of  the  latter  as  are  common 
to  the  multitude  P  The  first  part  of  the  question  is  answered 
as  follows : — *  When  we  have  found  a  resemblance  among  How  he 
several  objects  that  often  occur  to  us,  we  apply  the  same  accounts 
name  to  all  of  them  .  .  .  whatever  differences  may  appear  a^p^- 
among  them.  After  we  have  acquired  a  custom  of  this  kind,  ance  of 
the  hearing  of  that  name  revives  the  idea  of  one  of  these  ^^^  ^®*°^ 
objects,  and  makes  the  imagination  conceive  it  with  all  its 
particular  circumstances  and  proportions.  But  as  the  same 
-word  is  supposed  to  have  been  frequentiy  applied  to  other 
individuals,  that  are  different  in  many  respects  from  that 
idea  which  is  immediately  present  to  the  mind,  the  word 
not  being  able  to  revive  the  idea  of  all  these  individuals,  only 
touches  the  soul  and  revives  that  custom  which  we  have 
acquired  by  surveying  them.  They  are  not  really  and  in 
fact  present  to  the  mind,  but  only  in  power.  .  •  .  The  word 
raises  up  an  individual  idea  along  with  a  certain  custom, 
and  that  custom  produces  any  other  individual  one  for  which 
we  may  have  occasion*  .  .  •  Thus,  should  we  mention  the 
word  triangle  and  form  the  idea  of  a  particular  equilateral 
one  to  correspond  to  it,  and  should  we  afterwards  assert 
that  the  three  cmglea  of  a  triangle  are  equal  to  each  other,  the 
other  individuals  of  a  scalenum  and  isosceles,  which  we  over- 
looked at  first,  immediately  crowd  in  upon  us  and  make  us 
perceive  the  falsehood  of  this  proposition,  though  it  be  true 
vnth  relation  to  that  idea  which  we  had  formed '  (p.  328). 

218.  Next,  as  to  the  question  concerning  connotation : — 
'  The  mind  would  never  have  dreamed  of  distinguishing  a  figure 
from  the  body  figured,  as  being  in  reality  neither  distin- 

h2 
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guishable  nor  diflFerent  nor  separable,  did  it  not  observe  that 
even  in  this  simplicity  there  might  be  contained  many  diffe- 
rent resemblances  and  relations.  Thus,  when  a  globe  of 
white  marble  is  presented,  we  receive  only  the  impression  of 
a  white  colour  disposed  in  a  certain  form,  nor  are  we  able  to 
distinguish  and  separate  the  colour  from  the  form.  But 
observing  afterwards  a  globe  of  black  marble  and  a  cube  of 
white,  and  comparing  them  with  our  former  object,  we  find 
two  separate  resemblances  in  what  formerly  seemed,  and 
really  is,  perfectly  inseparable.  After  a  little  more  practice 
of  this  kind,  we  begin  to  distinguish  the  figure  from  the 
colour  by  a  distinction  of  reason ; — ^.e.  we  consider  the  figure 
and  colour  together,  since  they  are,  in  effect,  the  same  and 
indistinguishable ;  but  still  view  them  in  different  aspects 
according  to  the  resemblances  of  which  they  are  susceptible. 
...  A  person  who  desires  us  to  consider  the  figure  of  a 
globe  of  white  marble  without  thinking  on  its  colour,  desires 
an  impossibility ;  but  his  meaning  is,  that  we  should  consider 
the  colour  and  figure  together,  but  still  keep  in  our  eye  the 
resemblance  to  the  globe  of  black  marble  or  that  to  any  other 
globe  whatever*  (p.  833). 
His  ac-  219.  It  is  clear  that  the  process  described  in  these  passages 

pli^Vhat  supposes  *  ab  initio  *  the  conversion  of  a  feeling  into  a  con- 
•ideas 'are  ception;  in  other  words,  the  substitution  of  the  definite 
tions  ^ot  individuality  of  a  thing,  thought  of  under  attributes,  .for  the 
feelings,  mere  singleness  in  time  of  a  feeling  that  occurs  after  another 
and  before  a  third.  The  ^  finding  of  resemblances  and  differ- 
ences among  objects  that  often  occur  to  us '  implies  that 
each  object  is  distinguished  as  one  and  abiding  from  mani- 
fold occurrences,  in  the  way  of  related  feelings,  in  which  it 
is  presented  to  us,  and  that  these  accordingly  are  regarded 
as  representing  permanent  relations  or  qualities  of  the  object. 
Thus  from  being  related  feelings,  whether  more  or  less  *  viva- 
cious,' they  have  become,  in  the  proper  sense,  ideas  of 
relation.  The  diflSculty  about  the  use  of  general  names,  as 
Hume  puts  it,  really  arises  just  from  the  extent  to  which 
this  process  of  determination  by  ideas  of  relation,  and  with 
it  the  removal  of  the  object  of  thought  from  simple  feeling, 
is  supposed  to  have  gone.  It  is  because  the  idea  is  so  com- 
plex in  its  individuality,  and  because  this  qualification  is  not 
understood  to  be  the  work  of  thought,  by  comparison  and 
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contrast  accumulating  attributes  on  an  object  which  it  itself 
constitutes,  but  is  regarded  as  giyen  readj-made  in  an  im- 
pression ({.e.  a  feeling),  that  the  question  arises  whether  a 
general  proposition  is  really  possible  or  no.  To  all  intents 
and  purposes  Hume  decides  that  it  is'  not.  The  mind  is  so 
tied  down  to  the  particular  collection  of  qualities  which  is 
given  to  it  or  which  it  *  finds/  that  it  cannot  present  one  of 
them  to  itself  without  presenting  all.  Having  never  found 
a  triangle  that  is  not  equilateral  or  isosceles  or  scaline, 
we  cannot  imagine  one,  for  ideas  can  only  be  copies  of 
impressions,  and  the  imagination,  though  it  has  a  certain 
freedom  in  combining  what  it  finds,  can  invent  nothing  that 
it  does  not  find.  Thus  the  idea,  represented  by  a  general 
name  and  of  which  an  assertion,  general  in  form,  is  made, 
must  always  have  a  multitude  of  other  qualities  besides  those 
common  to  it  with  the  other  individuals  to  which  the  name 
is  applicable.  If  any  of  these,  however,  were  included  in  the 
predicate  of  the  proposition,  the  sleeping  custom,  which  de< 
termines  the  mind  to  pass  from  the  idea  present  to  it  to  the 
others  to  which  the  name  has  been  applied,  would  be  awak- 
ened, and  it  would  be  seen  at  once  that  the  predicate  is  not 
true  of  them.  When  I  make  a  general  statement  about  *  the 
horse,*  there  must  be  present  to  my  mind  some  particular 
horse  of  my  acquaintance,  but  if  on  the  strength  of  this  I 
asserted  that '  the  horse  is  a  grey-haired  animal,'  the  custom 
of  applying  the  name  without  reference  to  colour  would  return 
upon  me  and  correct  me — as  it  would  not  if  the  predicate 
were  *  four-footed.' 

220.  It  would  seem  then  that  the  predicate  may,  though  He  virtu- 
the  subject  cannot,  represent  either  a  single  quality,  or  a  set  *h/i»iiit* 
of  qualities  which  falls  far  short  even  of  those  common  to  the  in  regard 
class,  much  more  of  those  which  characterise  any  individual.  ^^^  ^^' 
If  I  can  think  these  apart,  or  have  an  idea  of  them,  as  the  proposi- 
predicate  of  a  proposition,  why  not  (it  may  be  asked)  as  the  ^^^^^' 
subject?     It  may  be  said,  indeed,  with  truth,  that  it  is  a 
mistake  to  think  of  the  subject  as  representing  one  idea  and 
the  predicate  another ;  that  the  proposition  as  a  whole  re- 
presents one  idea,  in  the  sense  of  a  conception  of  relation 
between  attributes,  and  that  at  bottom  this  account  of  it  is 
consistent  with  Locke's  definition  of  knowledge  as  a  percep- 
tion of  relation  between  *  ideas,'  since  with  him  *  ideas '  and 
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As  to  the 
subject,  he 
equivo- 
cates be- 
tween 
singleness 
of  feeling 
and  indi- 
viduality 
of  concep- 
;t^ion. 


'qualities'  are  used  interchangeably.^  It  is  no  less  true, 
however,  that  the  relation  between  attributes,  which  the 
proposition  states,  is  a  relation  between  them  in  an  indi- 
vidual subject.  It  is  the  nature  of  the  individuality  of  this 
subject,  then,  that  is  really  in  question.  Must  it,  as  Hume 
supposed,  be  *  considered '  under  other  qualities  than  those 
to  which  the  predicate  relates  ?  When  the  proposition  only 
concerns  the  relation  between  certain  qualities  of  a  spherical 
figure,  must  the  figure  still  be  considered  as  of  a  certain 
colour  and  material  ? 

221.  The  possibility  of  such  a  question  being  raised  implies 
that  the  step  has  been  already  taken,  which  Hume  ignored, 
from  feeling  to  thought.  His  doctrine  on  the  matter  arises 
fi*om  that  mental  equivocation,  of  which  the  effects  on  Locke 
have  been  already  noticed,^  between  the  mere  singleness  of  a 
feeling  in  time  and  the  individuality  of  the  object  of  thought 
as  a  complex  of  relations.  K  the  impression  is  the  single 
feeling  which  disappears  with  a  turn  of  the  head,  and  the 
idea  a  weaker  impression,  every  idea  must  indeed  be  in  one 
sense  'individual,'  but  in  a  sense  that  renders  all  predication 
impossible  because  it  empties  the  idea  of  all  content.  Beally, 
according  to  Hume's  doctrine  of  general  names,  it  is  indivi- 
dual in  a  sense  which  is  the  most  remote  opposite  of  this,  as 
a  multitude  of '  different  resemblances  and  relations '  in  '  sim- 
plicity.' It  is  just  such  an  individual  as  Locke  supposed  to 
be  found  (so  to  speak)  ready-made  in  nature,  and  from  which 
he  supposed  the  mind  successively  to  abstract  ideas  less  and 
less  determinate.  Such  an  object  Hume,  coming  after  Ber- 
keley, could  not  regard  iu  Locke's  fashion  as  a  separate 
material  existence  outside  consciousness.  The  idea  with  him 
is  a  *  copy '  not  of  a  thing  but  of  an  *  impression,'  but  to  the 
impression  he  transfers  all  that  individualizatiou  by  qualities 
which  Locke  had  ascribed  to  the  substance  found  in  nature ; 
and  from  the  impression  again  transfers  it  to  the  idea  which 
^  is  but  the  weaker  impression.'  Thus  the  singleness  in  time 
of  the  impression  becomes  the  '  simplicity '  of  an  object  *  con- 
taining many  different  resemblances  and  relations,'  and  the 
individuality  of  the  subject  of  a  proposition,  instead  of  being 
regarded  in  its  true  light  as  a  temporary  isolation  from  other 
relations  of  those  for  the  time  under  view — an  individuality 


1  See  above,  paragraph  17. 

^  See  above,  paragraphs  47»  95,  &c 
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whioh  is  perpetnally  shifting  its  limits  as  thought  proceeds — 
becomes  an  indiyidnality  fixed  once  for  all  by  what  is  given 
in  the  impression.  Becanse,  as  is  supposed,  I  can  only  ^  see ' 
a  globe  as  of  a  certain  colour  and  material,  I  can  only  think 
of  it  as  such.  If  the  '  sight '  of  it  had  been  rightly  inter- 
preted as  itself  a  complex  work  of  thought,  successively  de- 
taching felt  things  from  the '  flux '  of  feelings  and  determining 
these  by  relations  similarly  detached,  the  difficulty  of  thinking 
certaiii  of  these — e.g.  those  designated  as  ^figure' — apart 
from  the  rest  would  have  disappeared.  It  would  have  been 
seen  that  this  was  merely  to  separate  in  reflective  analysis 
what  had  been  gradually  put  together  in  the  successive 
synthesis  of  perception.  But  such  an  interpretation  of  the 
supposed  datwm  of  sense  would  have  been  to  elevate  thought 
from  the  position  which  Hume  assigned  to  it,  as  a  ^  decaying 
sense,'  to  that  of  being  itself  the  organizer  of  the  world  which 
it  knows.' 

222.  Here,  then,   as  elsewhere,    the   embarrassment  of  Result  is  a 
Hume's  dochine  is  nothing  which  a  better  statement  of  it  ^^^7 
could  avoid.    Nay,  so  dexterous  is  his  statement,  that  only  mitspredi- 
upon  a  close  scrutiny  does  the  embarrassment  disclose  itself,  cation,  but 
To  be  faithful  at  once  to  his  reduction  of  the  impression  to  ^^ur. 
simple  feeling,  and  to  his  account  of  the  idea  as  a  mere  copy 
of  the  impression,  was  really  impossible.     K  he  had  kept  his 
word  in  regard  to  the  impression,  he  must  have  found  thought 
filling  the  void  left  by  the  disappearance,  under  Berkeley's 
criticism,  of  that  outward  system  of  things  which  Locke  had 
commonly  taken  for  granted.     He  preferred  fidelity  to  his 
account  of  the  idea,  and  thus  virtually  restores  the  fiction 
which  represents  the  real  world  as  consisting  of  so  many, 
materially  separate,  bundles  of  qualities — a  fiction  which  even 
Locke  in  his  better  moments  was  beginning  to  outgrow — ^with 
only  the  difference  that  for  the  separation  of '  substances '  in 
8i>ace  he  substitutes  a  separation  of  ^  impressions '  in  time. 
That  thought  (the  '  idea ')  can  but  faintly  copy  feeling  (the 
^  impression ')  he  consistently  maintains,  but  he  avails  him- 
self of  the  actual  determination  of  feeling. by  reference  to  an 
object  of  thought — the  determination  expressed  by   such 
phrases  as  impression  of  a  man,  impression  of  a  globe,  &c. — to 
charge  the  feeling  with  a  content  which  it  only  derives  from 

'  The  phrase  '  decaying  sense '  belongs  to  Hobbes,  but  its  meaning  is  adopted 
bj  Hume.  * 


184  GENERAL  INTRODUCTION. 

such  determination,  while  yet  he  denies  it.  Bj  this  means 
predication  can  be  accounted  for,  as  it  could  not  be  if  our 
consciousness  consisted  of  mere  feelings  and  their  copies,  but 
only  in  the  form  of  the  singular  proposition ;  because  the 
object  of  thought  determined  by  relations,  being  identified 
with  a  single  feeling,  must  be  limited  by  the  *  this '  or  *  that  * 
which  expresses  this  singleness  of  feeling.  It  is  really  this 
or  that  globe,  this  or  that  man,  that  is  the  subject  of  the  pro- 
position, according  to  Hume,  even  when  in  form  it  is  general. 
It  is  true  that  the  general  name  *  globe '  or  *  man  *  not  merely 
represents  a  ^  particular '  globe  or  man,  though  that  is  all 
that  is  presented  to  the  mind,  but  also  ^  raises  up  a  custom 
which  produces  any  other  individual  idea  for  which  we  may 
have  occasion.'  As  this  custom,  however,  is  neither  itself  an 
idea  nor  affects  the  singleness  of  the  subject  idea,  it  does  not 
constitute  any  distinction  between  singular  and  general  pro- 
positions, but  only  between  two  sorts  of  the  singular  propo- 
sition according  as  it  does,  or  does  not,  suggest  an  indefinite 
series  of  other  singular  propositions,  in  which  the  same  qua- 
lities are  affirmed  of  different  individual  ideas  to  which  the 
subject-name  has  been  applied. 
All  propo-  223.  A  customary  sequence,  then,  of  individual  ideas  upon 
strictlwiTa  ^^^^  other  is  the  reality,  which  through  the  delusion  of  words 
same  (as  we  must  suppose)  has  given  rise  to  the  fiction  of  there 

LocWs  being  such  a  thing  as  general  knowledge.  We  say  *  fiction,' 
proposi-  for  with  the  possibility  of  general  propositions,  as  the  Greek 
real  M^^^*^  philosophers  once  for  all  pointed  out,  stands  or  falls  the  pos- 
istence.  sibility  of  sciencc.  Locke  was  so  far  aware  of  this  that,  upon 
the  same  principle  which  led  him  to  deny  the  possibility  of 
general  propositions  concerning  real  existence,  he  '  suspected' 
a  science  of  nature  to  be  impossible,  and  only  found  an  ex- 
emption for  moral  and  mathematical  truth  from  this  con- 
demnation in  its  *  bare  ideality.'  Hume  does  away  with  the 
exemption.  He  applies  to  all  propositions  alike  the  same 
limitation  which  Locke  applies  to  those  concerning  real  ex- 
istence. With  Locke  there  may  very  well  be  a  proposition 
which  to  the  mind,  as  well  as  in  form,  is  general — one  of 
which  the  subject  is  an  *  abstract  general  idea ' — but  such 
proposition  *  concerns  not  existence.'  As  knowledge  of  real 
existence  is  limited  to  the  *  actual  present  sensation,'  so  a 
proposition  about  such  existence  is  limited  to  what  is  given 
in  such  sensation.     It  is  a.  real  truth  that  this  piece  of  gold 
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is  now  being  dissolved  in  aqua  regia,  when  the  *  particular 
experiment'  is  going  on  under  our  eyes,  but  the  general 
proposition  '  gold  is  soluble '  is  only  an  analysis  of  a  nominal 
essence.  With  Hume  the  distinction  between  propositions 
that  do,  and  those  that  do  not,  ^concern  existence'  disappears. 
Every  proposition  is  on  the  same  footing  in  this  respect, 
since  it  must  needs  be  a  statement  about  an '  idea,'  and  every 
idea  exists.  ^  Every  object  that  is  presented  must  necessarily 
be  existent.  .  . '  .  Whatever  we  conceive,  we  conceive  to 
be  existent.  Any  idea  we  please  to  form  is  the  idea  of  a 
being ;  and  the  idea  of  a  being  is  any  idea  we  please  to  form ' 
(p.  370).  But  since,  according  to  him,  the  idea  cannot  be 
separated,  as  Locke  supposed  it  could,  from  the  conditions 

*  that  determine  it  to  this  or  that  particular  existence,'  pro- 
positions of  the  sort  which  Locke  understood  by  *  general 
propositions  concerning  substauces,'  though  if  they  were 
possible  they  would  '  concern  existence'  as  much  as  any,  are 
simply  impossible.  Hume,  in  short,  though  he  identifies  the 
real  and  nominal  essences  which  Locke  had  distinguished, 
yet  limits  the  nominal  essence  by  the  same  *  particularity  in 
space  and  time '  by  which  Locke  had  limited  the  real. 

224.  A  great  advance  in  simplification  has  been  made  when  Tho  oues- 
the  false  sort  of  *  conceptualism '  has  thus  been  got  rid  of —  ^1°°'  .^ 
that  conceptualism  which  opposes  knowing  and  being  under  lar  propo- 
the  notion  that  things,  though  merely  individual  in  reality,  ®*^^®"  j* 
may  be  known   as   general.      This  riddance   having  been  SiTriui 
achieved,  as  it  was  by  Hume,  the  import  of  the  proposition  <>°®- 
becomes  the  central  question  of  philosophy,  the  answer  to 
which  must  determine  our  theory  of  real  existence  just  as 
much  as  of  the  mind.     The  issue  may  be  taken  on  the  pro- 
position in  its  singular  no  less  than  in  its  general  form. 
The  weakness  of  Hume's  opponents,  indeed,  has  lain  pri- 
marily in  their  allowing  that  his  doctrine  would  account  for 
any  significant  predication  whatever,  as  distinct  from  excla- 
mations prompted  by  feelings  as  they  occur.     This  has  been 
the  inch,  which  once  yielded,  the  full  ell  of  bis  nominalism 
has  been  easily  won ;  just  as  Locke's  empiricism  becomes  in-  • 
vincible  as  soon  as  it  is  admitted  that  qualified  things  are 

*  found  in  nature'  without  any  constitutive  action  of  the 
mind.  As  the  only  effective  way  of  dealing  with  Locke  is 
to  ask, — After  abstraction  of  all  that  he  himself  admitted 
to  be  the  creation  of  thought,  what  remains  to  be  merely 
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found  P — 80  Hnme  must  be  met  in  Ivmme  by  the  question 
whether,  apart  from  such  ideas  of  relation  as  according  to 
his  own  showing  are  not  simple  impressions,  so  much  as  the 
singular  proposition  is  possible.  If  not,  then  the  singularity 
of  such  proposition  does  not  consist  in  any  singleness  of 
presentation  to  sense  ;^it  is  not  the  '  particularity  in  time '  of 
a  present  feeling ;  and  the  exclusion  of  generality,  whether 
in  thoughts  or  iu  things,  as  following  from  the  supposed 
necessity  of  such  singleness  or  particularity,  is  quite  ground- 
less. 

225.  Hitherto  the  idea  of  relation  which  we  have  had 
specially  in  view  has  been  that  of  relation  in  the  way  of 
resemblance,  and  the  propositions  have  been  such  as  repre- 
sent the  most  obvious  ^  facts  of  observation ' — ^facts  about 
this  or  that  ^  body,'  man  or  horse  or  ball.  We  have  seen 
teeated  by  j^^  thcse  abeady  suppose  the  thought  of  an  object  qualified, 
feelings,  not  transitory  as  are  feelings,  but  one  to  which  feelings  are 
referred  on  their  occurrence  as  resemblances  or  differences 
between  it  and  other  objects ;  but  that  by  an  equivocation, 
which  unexamined  phraseology  covers,  between  the  thought 
of  such  an  object  and  feeling  proper — as  if  because  we  taJk 
of  seeing  a  man,  therefore  a  man  were  a  feeling  of  colour 
— ^Hume  is  able  to  represent  them  as  mere  data  of  sense, 
and  thus  to  ignore  the  difference  between  related  feelings 
and  ideas  of  relation.  Thus  the  first  step  has  been  taken 
towards  transferring  to  the  sensitive  subject,  as  merely  sensi- 
tive, the  power  of  thought  and  significant  speech.  The 
next  is  to  transfer  to  it  ideas  of  those  other  relations  ^  which 
Hume  classifies  as  ^  relations  of  time  and  place,  proportion 
in  quantity  or  number,  degrees  in  any  quaUty '  (p.  368) .  This 
done,  it  is  sufficiently  equipped  for  achieving  its  deliverance 
from  metaphysics.      An  animal,    capable  of   experiments 

Hume's  own  procedure.  Whether  he 
considered  these  relations  merely  equi- 
Talent  to  the  '  natural  ones '  of  resem- 
blance and  contiguity,  he  does  not  ex- 
pressly say ;  but  his  reduction  of  the 
prindples  of  mathematics  to  data  of 
sense  implies  that  he  did  so.  The 
treatment  of  degrees  in  quality  and 
proportions  in  quantity  as  sensible  im- 
plies that  the  difference  between  resem- 
blance and  measured  resemblance,  be- 
tween contiguity  and  measured  con- 
tiguity, is  ignored. 


*  The  course  which  our  examination 
of  Hume  should  take  was  marked  out, 
it  will  be  remembered,  by  his  enumera- 
tion of  the  ^natural '  relations  that  re- 
gulate the  association  of  ideas.  It 
might  seem  a  departure  &om  this 
course  to  proceed,  as  in  the  text,  from 
the  rdation  of  resemblance  to  *  relations 
of  time  and  place,  proportion  in  quan- 
tity or  number,  and  degrees  of  any 
quality,'  since  these  appear  in  Hume's 
enumeration,  not  of  *  natural!  but  of 
*  philosophical*  relations.  Such  de- 
parture^ however,  is  the  consequence  of 
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concerning  matter  of  fact,  and  of  reasoning  concerning 
qnantitj  and  number,  would  certainlj  have  some  excuse  for 
throwing  into  the  fire  all  hooks  which  sought  to  make  it 
ashamed  of  its  animality.^ 

226.  In  thus  leaving  mathematics  and  a  limited  sort  of  He  dravs 
experimental  physics  (limited  by  the  exclusion  of  all  general  ^^^^ 
inference  from  the  experiment)  out  of  the  reach  of  his  certamtj 
scepticism,  and  in  making  them  his  basis  of  attack  upon  ?°1^*^]**" 
what  he  conceived  to  be  the  more  pretentious  claims  of  the  same 
knowledge,  Hume  was  again  following  the  course  marked  out  E^  ^ 
for  him  by  Locke.   It  will  be  remembered  that  Locke,  even  ' 

when  his  ^  suspicion '  of  knowledge  is  at  its  strongest,  stlQ 
finds  solid  ground  {a)  in  *  particular  experiments'  upon 
nature,  expressed  in  singular  propositions  as  opposed  to 
assertions  of  universal  or  necessary  connexion,  and  (b)  in 
mathematical  truths  which  are  at  once  general,  certain,  and 
instructive,  because  'barely  ideal.'  All  speculative  propositions 
that  do  not  fall  under  one  or  other  of  these  heads  are  either 
'  trifling '  or  merely  *  probable.'  Hume  draws  the  line  between 
certainty  and  probability  at  the  same  point,  nor  in  regard  to 
the  ground  of  certainty  as  to  *  matter  of  fact  or  existence ' 
is  there  any  essential  difference  between  him  and  his  master. 
As  this  ground  is  the  '  actual  present  sensation  '  with  the 
one,  so  it  is  the  *  impression '  with  the  other ;  and  it  is  only 
when  the  proposition  becomes  universal  or  asserts  a  neces- 
sary connection,  that  the  certainty,  thus  given,  is  by  either 
supposed  to  faiL  It  is  true  that  with  Locke  this  authority 
of  the  sensation  is  a  derived  authority,  depending  on  its 
reference  to  a  *  body  now  operating  upon  us,'  while  with 
Hume,  so  far  as  he  is  faithful  to  his  profession  of  discarding 
such  reference,  it  is  original.  But  with  each  alike  the  fun- 
damental notion  is  that  a  feeling  must  be  *  true  while  it 
laste,^  and  that  in  regard  to  real  existence  or  matter  of  fact 
no  other  truth  can  be  known  but  this.  Neither  perceives 
that  a  truth  thus  restricted  is  no  truth  at  all — ^nothing  that 
can  be  stated  even  in  a  singular  proposition ;  that  the  ^  par* 
ticularity  in  time,'  on  which  is  supposed  to  depend  the  real 

I    'IfwetakeinouTh&ndanyToliime  fact  and  resistance  f    No.    Commit  it 

of  diyinity  or  school-metaphjsics,  for  then  to  the  flames,  for  it  can  contain 

instance,  let  us  ask,  Does  it  contain  any  nothing  bnt  sophistry  and  illusion.' — 

abstract  reasoning  for  quantity  or  num-  *  Inquiry  concerning  the  Human  Under- 

berf    Ko.     Does  it  contain  any  ejperi'  standing/  at  the  end. 
mmtal  reasoning  concerning  matter  of 
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certainty  of  the  simple  feeling,  is  just  that  which  deprives 
it  of  significance  * — ^becanse  neither  is  really  faithful  to  the 
restriction.  Each  allows  himself  to  substitute  for  the  mo- 
mentary feeling  an  object  qualified  by  relations,  which  are 
the  exact  opposite  of  momentary  feelings.  *  K  I  myself 
see  a  man  walk  on  the  ice,*  says  Locke  (iv,  xv.  5),  *  it  is 
past  probability,  it  is  knowledge  : '  nor  would  Hume,  though 
ready  enough  on  occasion  to  point  out  that  what  is  seen 
must  be  a  colour,  have  any  scruple  in  assuming  that  such  a 
complex  judgment  as  the  above  so-called  ^  sight  *  has  the 
certainty  of  a  simple  impression.  It  is  only  in  bringing  to 
bear  upon  the  characteristic  admission  of  Locke's  Fourth  Book, 
that  no  general  knowledge  of  nature  can  be  more  than  prob- 
able, a  more  definite  notion  of  what  probability  is,  and  in 
exhibiting  the  latent  inconsistency  of  this  admission  with 
Locke's  own  doctrine  of  ideas  as  effects  of  a  causati4>ii  sub-  v^ 
stance,  that  he  modifies  the  theory  of  physical  certainty 
which  he  inherited.  Li  their  treatment  of  mathematical 
truths  on  the  other  hand,  of  propositions  involving  relations 
of  distance,  quantity  and  degree,  a  fundamental  discrep- 
ancy appears  between  the  two  writers.  The  ground  of 
certainty,  which  Hume  admits  in  regard  to  propositions  of 
this  order,  must  be  examined  before  we  can  appreciate  his 
theory  of  probability  as  it  affects  the  relations  of  cause  and 
substance. 

227.  It  has  been  shown  ^  that  Locke's  opposition  of 
mathematical  to  physical  certainty,  with  his  ascription  to 
the  former  of  instructive  generality  on  the  ground  of  its  bare 
ideality — the  *  ideal  *  in  this  regard  being  opposed  to  what  is 
found  in  sensation — strikes  at  the  very  root  of  his  system. 
It  implies  that  thought  can  originate,  and  that  what  it  origi- 
nates is  in  some  sort  real — ^nay,  as  being  nothing  else  than 
the  *  primary  qualities  of  matter,'  is  the  source  of  aU  other 
reality.  Here  was  an  alien  element  which  *  empiricism '  could 
not  assimilate  without  changing  its  character.  Carrying 
such  a  conception  along  with  it,  it  was  already  charged  with 
an  influence  which  must  ultimately  work  its  complete  trans- 
mutation by  compelling,  not  the  admission  of  an  ideal  world 
of  guess  and  aspiration  alongside  of  the  empirical,  but  the 
recognition  of  the  empirical  as  itself  ideal.     The  time  for 


*  See  above,  pnrngraphs  45  and  97.    "  See  above,  paragraphs  117  and  125. 


CRITICISM  OF  'PRIMARY  QUALITIES.'  l89 

this  transmutatioD;  however,  was  not  yet.  Berkeley,  in 
over-hasty  zeal  for  God,  had  missed  that  only  true  way  of 
finding  God  in  the  world  which  lies  in  the  discovery  that 
the  world  is  Thought.  Having  taken  fright  at  the  ^  mathe- 
matical Atheism,'  which  seemed  to  grow  out  of  the  current 
doctrines  about  primary  qualities  of  matter,  instead  of 
applying  Locke's  own  admissions  to  show  that  these  were 
intelligible  and  merely  intelligible,  he  fancied  that  he  had 
won  the  battle  for  Theism  by  making  out  that  they  were 
merely  feelings  or  sequences  of  feelings.  From  him  Hume 
got  the  text  for  all  he  had  to  say  against  the  metaphysical 
mathematicians ;  but,  for  the  reason  that  Hume  applied  it 
with  no  theological  interest,  its  true  import  becomes  more 
apparent  with  him  than  with  Berkeley. 

228.  His  account  of  mathematical  truths,  as  contained  in  Hiscriti- 
Part  II.  of  the  First  Book  of  the  *  Treatise  on  Human  Nature,'  <^j*™*  °^ 
cannot  be  fairly  read  except  in  connection  with  the  chapters  trine  of 
in  Part  iv.  on  *  Scepticism  with  regard  to  the  Senses,'  and  on  primary 
*  the  Modem  Philosophy.'    The  latter  chapter  is  expressly  a  ^^   ^^' 
polemic  against  Locke's  doctrine  of  primary  qualities,  and  its 
drift  is  to  reverse  the  relations  which  Locke  had  asserted 
between  them  and  sensations,  making  the  primary  qualities 
depend  on  sensations,  instead  of  sensations  on  the  primary 
qualities.     Li  Locke  himself  we  have  found  that  two  incon- 
sistent views  on  the  subject  perpetually  cross  each  other.^ 
According  to  one,  momentary  sensation  is  the  sole  conveyance 
to  us  of  reality ;  according  to  the  other,  the  real  is  constituted 
by  qualities  of  bodies  which  not  only  *  are  in  them  whether 
we  perceive  them  or  not,'  but  which  only  complex  ideas  of 
relation  can  represent.   The  unconscious  device  which  covered 
this  inconsistency  lay,  we  found,*  in  the  conversion  of  the 
mere  feeling  of  touch  into  the  touch  of  a  body,  and  thus  into 
an  experience  of  solidity.     By  this  conversion,  since  solidity 
according  to  Locke's  account  carries  with  it  all  the  primary 
qualities,  these  too  become  data  of  sensation,  while  yet,  by 
the  retention  of  the  opposition  between  them  and  ideas,  the 
advantage  is  gained  of  apparently  avoiding  that  identification 
of  what  is  real  with  simple  feeling,  which  science  and  common  ^ 

sense  alike  repel. 

•229,  Hume  makes  a  show  of  getting  rid  of  this  see-saw.  it  will  not 

'  See  above,  paragraph  99  and  following.  «  Seo  above,  paragraph  101, 
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Instead  of  assuming  at  once  the  reality  of  sensation  on  the 
strength  of  its  relation  to  the  primary  qualities  and  the  reality 
of  these  on  the  strength  of  their  being  given  in  tactual  experi- 
ence, he  pronounces  sensations  alone  the  real,  to  which  the 
primary  qualities  must  be  reduced,  if  they  are  not  to  disappear 
altogellier.  *  K  colours,  sounds,  tastes,  and  smells  be  merely 
perceptions,  nothing  we  can  conceive  is  possessed  of  a  rea^ 
continued,  and  independent  existence '  (513).  That  they  are 
perceptions  is  of  course  undoubted.  The  question  is,  whether 
there  is  a  real  something  beside  and  beyond  them,  con- 
trast with  which  is  implied  in  speaking  of  them  as  ^  merely 
perceptions.'  The  supposed  qualities  of  such  a  real  are 
^ motion, extension,  and  solidity '  (Ibid.).  To  modes  of  these 
the  other  primary  qualities  enumerated  by  Locke  are  redu- 
cible ;  and  of  these  again  motion  and  extension,  according 
to  Locke's  account  no  less  than  Hume's  own,  presuppose 
solidity.  What  then  do  we  assert  of  the  real,  in  contrast 
with  which  we  talk  of  perception,  as  mere  perception,  when 
we  say  that  it  is  solid  ?  ^  In  order  to  form  an  idea  of  solidity 
we  must  conceive  two  bodies  pressing  on  each  other  without 

any  penetration Now,  what  idea  do  we  form 

of  these  bodies  ? To  say  that  we  conceive  them 

as  solid  is  to  run  on  ad  infinitvm.  To  affirm  that  we  paint 
them  out  to  ourselves  as  extended,  either  resolves  them  all 
into  a  false  idea  or  returns  in  a  circle ;  extension  must  neces- 
sarily be  conceived  either  as  coloured,  which  is  a  false  idea,^ 
or  as  solid,  which  brings  us  back  to  the  first  question.'  Of 
solidity,  then,  the  ultimate  determination  of  the  supposed 
real,  there  is  *  no  idea  to  be  formed '  apart  from  those  per- 
ceptions to  which,  as  independent  of  our  senses,  it  is  opposed. 
'Afber  exclusion  of  colours,  sounds,  heat  and  cold  from  the 
rank  of  external  existences,  there  remains  nothing  which  can 
afford  us  a  just  and  consistent  idea  of  body.' 

230.  Our  examination  of  Locke  has  shown  us  how  it  is 
that  his  interpretation  of  ideas  by  reference  to  body  is  fairly 
open  to  this  attack.  It  is  so  because,  in  thus  interpreting 
them,  he  did  not  know  what  he  was  really  about.  He  thought 
he  was  explaining  ideas  of  sense  according  to  the  only  method 
of  explanation  which  he  recognises — the  method  of  resolving 


*  •  A  false  idea/  that  is,  according  to 
the  doctrine  that  extension  is  a  primary 
quality,  vhile  colour  is  only  an  idea  of 


a  secondar jT  quality,  not  resemblingthe 
quality  as  it  is  in  the  thing.         ^^ 
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oomplex  into  simple  ideas,  and  of  *  sending  a  man  to  his 
senses*  for  a  knowledge  of  the  simple.  In  fact,  however, 
when  he  explained  ideas  of  sense  as  derived  from  the  qualities 
of  body,  he  was  explaining  simple  ideas  by  reference  to  that 
which,  according  to  his  own  showing,  is  a  complex  idea.  To 
say  that,  as  Locke  understood  the  derivation  in  question,  the 
primaiy  qualities  are  an  cutiov  yspsaicDf  to  the  ideas  of  secon- 
dary qualities,  but  not  an  airiov  yvo^sajf — that  without  our 
having  ideas  of  them  they  cause  those  ideas  of  sense  from 
which  afterwards  our  ideas  of  the  primary  qualities  are  formed 
— is  to  suppose  an  order  of  reality  other  than  the  order  of  our 
sensitive  experience,  and  thus  to  contradict  Locke's  funda- 
mental doctrine  that  the  genesis  of  ideas  is  to  be  found  by 
observing  their  succession  in  *  our  own  breasts.*  It  is  not 
thus  that  Locke  himself  escapes  the  difficulty.  As  we  have 
seen,  he  supposes  our  ideas  of  sense  to  be  from  the  beginning 
ideas  of  the  qualities  of  bodies,  and  virtuaUy  justifies  the  suppo*- 
sition  by  sending  the  reader  to  his  sense  of  touch  for  that  idea 
'of  solidity  in  which,  as  he  defines  it,  all  the  primary  qualities 
are  involved.  That  the  sense  in  question  does  not  really  yield 
the  idea  is  what  Hume  points  out  when  he  says  that,  Hhough 
bodies  are  felt  by  means  of  their  solidity,  yet  the  feeling  is 
quite  a  different  thing  from  the  solidity,  uor  have  they  the 
least  resemblance  to  each  other.'  In  other  words,  having 
come  to  suppose  that  there  are  solid  bodies,  we  explain  our 
feeling  as  due  to  their  solidity;  but  we  may  not  at  once 
interpret  feeling  as  the  result  of  solidity,  and  treat  solidity 
as  itself  a  feeling.  It  was  by  allowing  himself  so  to  treat  it 
that  Locke  disguised  from  himself  the  objection  to  his  inter- 
pretation of  feeling.  Hume  tears  off  the  disguise,  and  in 
effect  gives  him  the  choice  of  being  convicted  either  of 
reasoning  in  a  circle  or  of  explaining  the  simple  idea  by 
reference  to  the  complex.  The  solidity,  which  is  to  explain 
feeling,  can  itself  only  be  explained  by  reference  to  body.  If 
body  is  only  a  complex  of  ideas  of  sense,  in  referring  tactual 
feeling  to  it  we  are  explaining  a  simple  idea  by  reference  to 
a  compound  one.  If  it  is  not,  how  is  it  to  be  defined  except 
in  the  *  circular '  way,  which  Locke  in  fact  adopts  when  he 
makes  body  a  ^  texture  of  solid  parts '  and  solidity  a  relation 
of  bodies ?> 

*  See  above,  paragraph  101. 
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•231.  This  *  vicious  circle*  was  nothing  of  which  Locke 
need  have  been  ashamed,  if  only  he  had  understood  and 
avowed  its  necessity.  Body  is  to  solidity  and  to  the  primary 
qualities  in  general  simply  as  a  substance  to  the  relations 
that  determine  it;  and  the  *  circle'  in  question  merely  repre- 
sents the  logical  impossibility  of  defining  a  substance  except 
by  relations,  and  of  defining  these  relations  without  presup- 
posing a  substance.  It  was  only  Locke's  confusion  of  the 
order  of  logical  correlation  with  the  sequence  of  feelings  in 
time,  that  laid  him  open  to  the  charge  of  making  body  and 
the  ideas  of  primary  qualities,  and  again  the  latter  ideas  and 
those  of  secondary  qualities,  at  once  precede  and  follow  each 
other.  To  avoid  this  confusion  by  recognising  the  logical 
order — ^the  order  of  intellectual  'fictions' — as  that  apart 
from  which  the  sequence  of  feelings  would  be  no  order  of 
knowable  reality  at  all,  would  be  of  course  impossible  for  one 
who  took  Locke's  antithesis  of  thought  and  fact  for  granted. 
The  time  for  that  was  not  yet.  A  way  of  escape  had  first 
to  be  sought  in  a  more  strict  adherence  to  Locke's  identifi- 
cation of  the  sequence  of  feelings  with  the  order  of  reality. 
Hence  Hume's  attempt,  reversing  Locke's  derivation  of 
ideas  of  sense  from  primary  qualities  of  body,  to  derive  what 
with  Locke  had  been  primary  qualities,  as  compound  im- 
pressions of  sense,  from  simple  impressions  and  to  reduce  body 
itself  to  a  name  not  for  any  *  just  and  consistent  idea,'  but 
for  a  *  propensity  to  feign,'  the  gradual  product  of  custom  and 
imagination.  The  question  by  which  the  value  of  such  deri- 
vation and  reduction  is  to  be  tried  is  our  old  one,  whether  it 
is  not  a  tacit  conversion  of  the  supposed  original  impressions 
into  qualities  of  body  that  alone  makes  them  seem  to  yield 
the  result  required  of  them.  If  the  Fourth  Book  of  the 
*  Treatise  on  Human  Nature,'  with  its  elimination  of  the 
idea  of  body,  had  come  before  the  second,  would  not  the 
plausibility  of  the  account  of  mathematical  i^eas  contained 
in  the  latter  have  disappeared?  And  conversely^ 
ideas  had  been  reduced  to  that  which  upon  eliminal 
the  idea  of  body  they  properly  become,  would  not  that  *  pro- 
pensity to  feign,'  which  is  to  take  the  place  of  the  excluded 
idea,  be  itself  unaccountable  P 

232.  '  After  exclusion  of  colours,  sounds,  heat  and  cold, 
from  the  rank  of  external  existences,  there  remains  nothing 
which  can  afford  us  a  just  and  consistent  idea  of  body.' 
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Now,  no  one  can  '  exclude  them  from  the  rank  of  external  What 
existences '  more  decisively  than  Hume.  They  are  impres-  *^®°  ^ 
sions,  and  '  all  impressions  are  internal  and  perishing  ex* 
istences,  and  appear  as  such/  Nor  does  he  shirk  the  conse- 
quence, that  we  have  no  'just  and  consistent  idea  of  body/ 
It  is  true  that  we  cannot  avoid  a  '  belief  in  its  existence ' — 
a  belief  which  according  to  Hume  consists  in  the  supposition 
of '  a  continued  existence  of  objects  when  they  no  longer 
appear  to  the  senses,  and  of  their  existence  as  distinct  from 
the  mind  and  perceptions ; '  in  other  words,  as  *  external  to 
and  independent  of  us/  This  belief,  however,  as  he  shows, 
is  not  given  by  the  senses.  That  we  should  feel  the  existence 
of  an  object  to  be  continued  when  we  no  longer  feel  it,  is  a 
contradiction  in  terms ;  nor  is  it  less  so,  that  we  should  feel 
it  to  be  distinct  from  the  feeling.  We  cannot,  then,  have  an 
impression  of  body;  and,  since  we  cannot  have  an  idea  which 
does  not  correspond  to  an  impression  or  collection  of  impres- 
sions, it  follows  that  we  can  have  no  idea  of  it.  How  the  'belief 
in  its  existence '  is  accounted  for  by  Hume  in  the  absence  of 
any  idea  of  it,  is  a  question  to  be  considered  later.'  Our 
present  concern  is  to  know  whether  the  idea  of  extension 
can  hold  its  ground  when  the  idea  of  body  is  excluded.  Can  Space 

233.  *  The  first  notion  of  space  and  extension,'  he  says,  ^y7 
^  is  derived  solely  from  the  senses  of  sight  and  feeling :  nor  Hume  de- 
is  there  anything  but  what  is  coloured  or  tangible  that  has  "^^^  J^^ 
parts  disposed  after  such  a  manner  as  to  convey  the  idea.'  eight  and 
Now,  there  may  be  a  meaning  of  *  derivation,'  according  to  ^®®^*°8- 
which  no  one  would  care  to  dispute  the  first  clause  of  this 
sentence.    Those  who  hold  that  really,  i.e.  for  a  consciousness 
to  which  the  distinction  beUveen  real  and  unreal  is  possiblej^ 
there   is   no   feeling   except    such    as    is    determined    by 
thought,  are  yet  far  from  holding  that  the  determu^ig||||^ 
arbitrary;  that  any  and  every  feeling jji^jMitetttirtfl^S^ind 
every  conception.     Of  the  feelings  to  which  the  visual  and 
tactual  nerves  are  organic,  as  they  would  be  for  a  merely  feel* 
ing  consciousness,  nothing,  they  hold,  can  be  said ;  in  that 
sense  they  are  an  airs^pov ;  but  for  the  thinking  conscious-* 
ness,  or  (which  is  the  same)  as  they  really  are,  these  feelings 
do,  while  those  to  which  other  nerves  are  organic  do  not, 
form  the  specific  possibility  of  the  conception  of  space.    Ac- 

'  See  below,  paragraph  303,  and  foU,  ^ 
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cording  to  this  meaning  of  the  words,  all  must  admit  that 
*  the  first  notion  of  space  aiid  extension  is  derived  from  the 
senses  of  sight  and  feeling ; '  though  it  does  not  follow  that 
a  repeated  or  continued  activity  of  either  sense  is  necessary 
to  the  continued  presence  of  the  notion.  With  Hume,  how- 
ever, the  derivation  spoken  of  must  mean  that  the  notion  of 
space  is,  to  begin  with,  simply  a  visual  or  tactual  feeling, 
and  that  such  it  remains,  though  with  indefinite  abatement 
and  revival  in  the  liveliness  of  the  feeling,  according  to  the 
amount  of  which  it  is  called  *  impression '  or  *  idea/  If  we 
supposed  him  to  mean,  not  that  the  notion  of  space  was 
either  a  visual  or  tactual  feeling  indifferently,  but  that  it  was 
Signifi-  a  compound  result  of  both,*  we  should  merely  have  to  meet  a 
him  of  further  diflSculty  as  to  the  possibility  of  such  composition  of 
Biich  deri-  feelings  when  their  inward  synthesis  in  a  soul,  and  the  out- 
^aj.^  in  a  body,  have  been  alike  excluded.  In  the  next  clause 
of  the  sentence,  however,  we  find  that  for  visual  and  tactual 
feelings  there  are  quietly  substituted  *  coloured  and  tangible 
objects,  having  parts  so  disposed  as  to  convey  the  idea  of 
extension.'  It  is  in  the  light  of  this  latter  clause  that  the 
uncritical  reader  interprets  the  former.  He  reads  back  the 
plausibility  of  the  one  into  the  other,  and,  having  done  so, 
finds  the  whole  plausible.  Now  this  plausibility  of  the  latter 
clause  arises  from  its  implying  a  three-fold  distinction — a 
distinction  of  colour  or  tangibility  on  the  one  side  from  the 
disposition  of  the  parts  on  the  other ;  a  distinction  of  the 
colour,  tangibility  and  disposition  of  parts  alike  from  an 
object  to  which  they  belong  5  and  a  distinction  of  this  object 
from  the  idea  that  it  conveys.  In  other  words,  it  supposes 
a  negative  answer  to  the  three  following  questions  : — Is  the 
idea  of  extension  the  same  as  that  of  colour  or  tangibility  ? 
Is  it  possible  without  reference  to  something  other  than  a 
possible  impression?  Is  the  idea  of  extension  itself  ex- 
tended? Yet  to  the  two  latter  questions,  according  to 
Hume's  express  statements,  the  answer  must  be  af^mative ; 
nor  can  he  avoid  the  afiirmative  answer  to  the  first,  to  which 
It  means,  he  would  properly  be  brought,  except  by  equivocation. 
tw^^  234.   The  pieces  justijicatives  for  this  assertion  are   not 

and  space    f^T  to  Seek.     Some  of  them  have  been  adduced  already.    The 
aro  the       idea  of  space,  like  every  other  idea,  must  be  a  *  copy  of  an 

8am  tij 

*  It  is  not  really  in  this    sense  that      Hume  is  a  *  compound '  one,  as  will  ap- 
the  impression   of  space    according  to      pear  below. 
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impression.' '  To  speak  of  a  feeling  in  its  fainter  stage  as  an 
*  image '  of  what  it  was  in  its  livelier  stage  may,  indeed,  seem 
a  curious  use  of  terms;  but  in  this  sense  only,  according  to 
Hume's  strict  doctrine,  can  the  idea  of  space  be  spoken  of 
as  an  ^ image'  of  anything  at  all.  The  impression  from 
which  it  is  derived,  i,e.  the  feeling  at  its  liveliest,  cannot 
properly  be  so  spoken  of,  for  '  no  impression  is  presented  by 
the  senses  as  the  image  of  anything  distinct,  or  external,  or 
independent.'  *  If  no  impression  is  so  presented,  neither  can 
any  idea,  which  copies  the  impression,  be  so.  It  can  involve  no 
reference  to  anything  which  does  not  come  and  go  with  the 
impression.  Accordingly  no  distinction  is  possible  between 
space  on  the  one  hand,  and  either  the  impression  or  idea  of 
it  on  the  other.  All  impressions  and  ideas  that  can  be  said  ^nd  that 
to  be  of  extension  must  be  themselves  extended ;  and  con-  i^^y"^^ 
versely,  as  Hume  puts  it,  *  all  the  qualities  of  extension  are  extended. 
qualities  of  a  perception.'  It  should  follow  that  space  is 
either  a  colour  or  feeling  of  touch.  In  the  terms  which 
Hume  himself  uses  with  reference  to  *  substance,'  *  if  it  be 
perceived  by  the  eyes,  it  must  be  colour ;  if  by  the  ears,  a 
sound;  and  so  on,  of  the  other  senses.'  As  he  expressly 
tells  us  that  it  is  *  perceived  by  the  eyes,'  the  conclusion  is 
inevitable. 

236.  Hume  does  not  attempt  to  reject  the  conclusion  di-  The  parts 
rectly.     He  had  too  much  eye  to  the  appearance  of  con-  ^^  ■P*^ 

o       t  -I      •     •      1  \       *^®  parts 

sistency  for  that.  But,  in  professing  to  admit  it,  he  wholly  of  a  por- 
alters  its  significance.  The  passage  in  question  must  be  <^pt'o°- 
quoted  at  length.  *  The  table,  which  just  now  appears  to 
me,  is  only  a  perception,  and  all  its  qualities  are  qualities  of  a 
perception^  Now,  the  most  obvious  of  all  its  qualities  is 
extension.  The  perception  consists  of  parts.  These  parts 
are  so  situated  as  to  afford  us  the  notion  of  distance  and 
contiguity,  of  length,  breadth,  and  thickness.  The  termina- 
tion of  these  three  dimensions  is  what  we  call  figure.  The 
figure  is  moveable,  separable,  and  divisible.  Mobility  and 
separability  are  the  distinguishing  properties  of  extended 
objects.  And,  to  cut  short  all  disputes,  the  very  idea  of 
extension  is  copied  from  nothing  but  an  impression,  and  con- 
sequently must  perfectly  agree  to  it.  To  say  the  idea  of  ex- 
tension agrees  to  anything  is  to  say  it  is  extended.'  Thus 
*  there  are  impressions  and  ideas  that  are  really  extended.'* 

»  P.  340.  •  P.  479.  "  p.  523. 
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236.  In  order  to  a  proper  appreciation  of  this  passage  it  is 
essential  to  bear  in  mind  that  Hume,  so  far  as  the  nsages  o£ 
language  would  allow  him,  ignores  all  such  differences  in 
modes  of  consciousness  as  the  Germans  indicate  by  the  dis- 
tinction between  *  Empfindung '  and  *  Vorstellung,'  and  by 
that  between  *  Anschauung '  and  *  Begriff ; '  or,  more  properly. 
Yet  the  that  he  expressly  merges  them  in  a  mode  of  consciousness 
parts  of      f^j,  which,  accordiuff  to  the  most  consistent  account  that  can 

space  are  '  o    , 

co-existent  be  gathered  from  him,  the  most  natural  term  would  be 
notsucces-  *  feeling/ *  It  is  true  that  Hume  himself,  admitting  a  dis- 
tinction  in  the  degree  of  vivacity  with  which  this  conscious- 
ness is  at  different  times  presented,  inclines  to  restrict  the 
term  *  feeling '  to  its  more  vivacious  stage,  and  to  use  *  per- 
ception '  as  the  more  general  term,  applicable  whatever  the 
degree  of  vivacity  may  be.*  We  must  not  allow  him,  how- 
ever, in  using  this  term  to  gain  the  advantage  of  a  meaning 
which  popular  theory  does,  but  his  does  not,  attach  to  it. 

*  Perception '  with  him  covers  *  idea '  as  well  as  *  impression ;  * 
but  nothing  can  be  said  of  idea  that  cannot  be  said  of  impres- 
sion, save  that  it  is  less  lively,  nor  of  impression  that  cannot 
be  said  of  idea,  save  that  it  is  more  so.  It  is  this  explicit 
reduction  of  all  consciousness  virtually,  if  not  in  name,  to 
feeling  that  brings  to  the  surface  the  difficulties  latent  in 
Locke's  *  idealism.'  These  we  have  already  traced  at  large ; 
but  they  may  be  summed  up  in  the  question,  How  can  feelings, 
as  *  particular  in  time '  or  (which  is  the  same)  in  *  perpetual 
flux,'  constitute  or  represent  a  world  of  permanent  relations  ?' 
The  difficulty  becomes  more  obvious,  though  not  more  real, 
when  the  relations  in  question  are  not  merely  themselves 
permanent,  like  those  between  natural  phenomena,  but  are 

*  relations  between  permanent  parts,'  like  those  of  space.  It 
is  for  this  reason  that  its  doctrine  about  geometry  has  always 
been  found  the  most  easily  assailable  point  of  the  '  sensa- 
tional '  philosophy.  Locke  distinguishes  the  ideas  of  space 
and  of  duration  as  got,  the  one  ^  from  the  permanent  parts  of 
space,'  the  other  *  from  the  fleeting  and  perpetually  perishing 
parts  of  succession.'*  He  afterwards  prefers  the  term  *  ezpan* 

*  As  implying  no  distinction  from,  or  ceive.'    P.  871. 

reference  to,  a  thing  causing  and  a  snb-  *  When  I  shnt  my  eyes  and  think  of 

ject  experiencing  it.    See  above,  para-  my  chamber,  the  ideas  1  form  are  exact 

graphs  195  and  208,  and  the  passages  representations  of  the   impressions    I 

there  referred  to.  felt*    P.  812. 

'  *  To  hate,  to  love,  to  think,  to  feel,  '  See  above,  paragraphs  172  &  176, 

to  see ;  all  this  is  nothing  but  to  per-  *  Essay  n.  chap.  xiv.  sec  1 . 
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sion '  to  space,  as  the  opposite  of  duration,  because  it  brings 
oat  more  clearly  the  distinction  of  a  relation  between  perma- 
nent parts  from  that  between  ^  fleeting  successive  parts  which 
never  exist  together.'  How,  then,  can  a  consciousness  con- 
sisting simply  of  *  fleeting  successive  parts'  either  be  or 
represent  that  of  which  the  differentia  is  that  its  parts  are 
permanent  and  co-exist  9 

237.  If  this  crux  had  been  fairly  faced  by  Hume,  he  must 
have  seen  that  the  only  way  in  which  he  could  consistently 
deal  with  it  was  by  radically  altering,  with  whatever  conse- 
quence to  the  sciences,  Locke's  account  of  space.  As  it  was, 
he  did  not  face  it,  but— whether  intentionally  or  only  in  effect 

— disguised  it  by  availing  himself  of  the  received  usages  of  Hume  can- 
language,  which  roughly  represent  a  theory  the  exact  oppo-  "^^  ™*^® 
site  of  his  own,  to  cover  the  incompatibility  between  the  *percep- 
established  view  of  the  nature  of  space,  and  his  own  reduction  tion'witn- 
of  it  to  feeling.    A  very  little  examination  of  the  passage,  faiae  to 
quoted  at  large  above,  will  show  that  while  in  it  a  profession  ^^"  ^^'^ 
is  made  of  identifying  extension  and  a  certain  sort  of  per-  perception; 
ception  with  each  other,  its  effect  is  not  really  to  reduce  ex- 
tension to  such  a  perception  as  Hume  elsewhere  explains  all    ^ 
perceptions  to  be,  but  to  transfer  the  recognised  properties  of 
extension  which  with  such  reduction  would  disappear,  to  some- 
thing which  for  the  time  he  chooses  to  reckon  a  perception, 
but  which  he  can  only  so  reckon  at  the  cost  of  contradicting 
his  whole  method  of  dealing  with  the  ideas  of  God,  the  soul, 
and  the  world.    The  passage,  in  fact,  is  merely  one  ^sample 
of  the  continued  shuffle  by  which  Hume  on  l^e  one  hand 
ascribes  to  feeling  that  intelligible  content  which  it  only  de- 
rives from  relation  to  objects  of  thought,  and  on  the  other 
disposes  of  these  objects  because  they  are  not  feelings. 

238.  ^  The  table,  which  just  now  appears  to  me,  is  only  a  as  appean 
perception,  and  all  its  qualities  are  qualities  of  a  perception.  J^^®  P^,^ 
Now,  the  most  obvious  of  all  its  qualities  is  extension.     The  for  *  per- 
perception  consists  of  parts.     These  parts  are  so  situated  as  ^pti<>ii'>ii 
to  afford  us  the  notion  of  distance  and  contiguity,  of  length,  sages  in 
breadth,  and  thickness,'  Ac,  &c.     If,  now,  throughout  this  question. 
statement  (as  according  to  Hume's  doctrine  we  are  entitled 

to  do)  we  imbet  feeling  for  *  perception  '  and  *  notion,'  it  will 
appear  that  this  table  is  a  feeling,  which  has  another  feeling, 
called  extension,  as  one  of  its  qualities  ;  and  that  this  latter 
feeling  consists  of  parts.    These,  in  ttum,  must  be  themselves 
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feelings,  since  the  parts  of  which  a  perception  consists  must  be 
themselves  perceived,  and,  being  perceived,  mast,  according  to 
Hume,  be  themselves  perceptions  which  =  feelings.     These 
feelings,  again,  afford  ns  other  feelings  of  certain  relations 
— distance  and  contiguity,  &c. — feelings  which,  as  Hume's 
doctrine  allows  of  no  distinction  between  the  feeling  and  that 
of  which  it  is  the  feeling,  must  be  themselves  relations.  Thus 
it  would  seem  that  a  feeling  may  have  another  feeling  as  one 
of  its  qualities ;  that  the  feeling,  which  is  thus  a  quality,  has 
other  feelings  as  its  co-existent  parts ;  and  that  the  feelings 
which  are  parts  *  afford  us '  other  feelings  which  are  rela- 
tions.    Is  that  sense  or  nonsense  P 
To  make         239.  To  this  a  follower  of  Hume,  if  he  could  be  brought 
them  w      ^  admit  the  legitimacy  of  depriving  his  master  of  the  benefit 
must'tiike    of  synonyms,  might  probably  reply,  that  the  apparent  non- 
perception   genge  Qniy  arises  from  our  being  unaccustomed  to  such  use 

to  mean  •' 

perceived  of  the  term  *  feeling ;'  that  the  table  is  a  *  bundle  of  feelings,* 
^^^^s*  actual  and  possible,  of  which  the  actual  one  of  sight  suggests 
a  lively  expectation,  easily  confused  with  the  presence,  of  the 
others  belonging  to  the  other  senses ;  that  any  one  of  these 
may  be  considered  a  quality  of  the  total  impression  formed 
by  all ;  that  the  feeling  thus  considered,  if  it  happens  to  be 
visual,  may  not  improperly  be  said  to  consist  of  other  feelings, 
as  a  whole  consists  of  parts,  since  it  is  the  result  of  impres- 
sions on  different  parts  of  the  retina,  and  from  a  different 
point  of  view  even  itself  to  be  the  relation  between  the  parts, 
just  as  naturally  as  a  mutual  feeling  of  friendship  may  be  said 
either  to  consist  of  the  loves  of  the  two  parties  to  the  friend- 
ship, or  to  constitute  the  relation  between  them.  Such 
language  represents  those  modem  adaptations  of  Hume,  which 
retain  his  identification  of  the  real  with  the  felt  but  ignore 
his  restrictions  on  the  felt.  Undoubtedly,  if  Hume  allowed 
us  to  drop  the  distinction  between  feeling  as  it  might  be  for 
a  merely  feeling  consciousness,  and  feeling  as  it  is  for  a 
thinking  consciousness,  the  objection  to  his  speaking  of  feel- 
ing in  those  terms,  in  which  it  must  be  spoken  of  if  extension 
is  to  be  a  feeling,  would  disappear ;  but  so,  likewise,  would 
the  objection  to  speaking  of  thought  as  constitutive  of  reality. 
To  appreciate  his  view  we  must  take  feeling  not  as  we  really 
know  it — for  we  cannot  know  it  except  under  those  conditions 
of  self-consciousness,  the  logical  categories,  which  in  his 
attempt  to  get  at  feeling,  pure  and  simple,  Hume  is  consistent 
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enough  to  exclude — but  as  it  becomes  upon  exclusion  of  all 
determination  by  objects  which  Hume  reckons  fictitious. 
What  it  would  thus  become  positively  we  of  course  cannot 
say,  for  of  the  unknowable  nothing  can  be  said ;  but  we  can 
decide  negatively  what  it  cannot  be.  Can  that  in  any  case  be 
said  of  it,  which  must  be  said  of  it  if  a  feeling  may  be  ex- 
tended, and  if  extension  is  a  feeling  9  Can  it  be  such  a  quality 
of  an  object,  so  consisting  of  parts,  and  such  a  relation,  as  we 
have  found  that  Hume  takes  it  to  be  in  his  account  of  the 
perception  of  this  table  P 

240.  After  having  taken  leave  throughout  the  earlier  which  it 
part  of  the  *  Treatise  on  Human  Nature  *  to  speak  in  the  mean°»8 
ordinary  way  of  objects  and  their  qualities — and  otherwise  the  result 
of  course  he  could  not  have  spoken  at  aU — in  the  fourth  ffi^^^*; 
book  he  seems  for  the  first  time  to  become  aware  that  his 
doctrine  did  not  authorise  such  language.  To  perceive 
qualities  of  an  object  is  to  be  conscious  of  relation  between 
a  subject  and  object,  of  which  neither  perishes  with  the 
moment  of  perception.  Such  consciousness  is  self-con- 
sciousness, and  cannot  be  reduced  to  any  natural  observ- 
able event,  since  it  is  consciousness  of  that  of  which  we 
cannot  say  *Lo,  here,'  or  *Lo,  there,*  *  it  is  now  but  was  not 
then,'  or  'it  was  then  but  is  not  now.'  It  is  therefore 
something  which  the  spirit  of  the  Lockeian  philosophy 
cannot  assimilate,  and  which  Hume,  as  the  most  consistent 
exponent  of  that  spirit,  most  consistently  tried  to  get  rid  of. 
The  subject  as  self,  the  object  as  body,  he  professes  to  reduce 
to  figures  of  speech,  to  be  accounted  for  as  the  result  of  cer- 
tain ^propensities  to  feign : '  nor  will  he ^ allow  that  any  im- 
pression or  idea  (and  impressions  and  ideas  with  him,  be 
it  remembered,  exhaust  our  consciousness)  carries  with  it 
a  reference  to  an  object  other  than  itself,  auy  more  than  do 
pleasure  or  pain  to  which  *  in  their  nature '  all  perceptions 
correspond.*  He  cannot,  indeed,  avoid  speaking  of  the  con- 
sciousness thus  reduced  to  the  level  of  simple  pain  and 
pleasure,  as  being  that  which  in  fact  it  can  only  be  when 
determined  by  relation  to   a  self-conscious  subject,  i.e.  as 


*  *  Every  impression,  external  and  in- 
ternal, passions,  affections,  sensations, 
painB,  and  pleasures,  are  originally  on 
the  same  footing;  and,  whatever  other 
differences  we  may  observe  among  them, 
appear,  all  of  them,  in  their  true  colours, 
as  impressions  or  perceptions.'    P.  480, 


'  All  sensations  are  felt  by  the  mind 
such  as  they  really  are ;  and,  when  we 
doubt  whether  they  present  themselves 
as  distinct  objects  or  as  mere  impres- 
sions, the  difficulty  is  not  concerning 
their  nature,  but  concerning  their  rola- 
lions  and  situation.'     P.  480. 
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itself  an  object ;  but  he  is  so  far  faithfol  in  his  attempt  to 
avoid  such  determination,  that  he  does  not  reckon  the  object 
more  permanent  than  the  impression.  It,  too,  is  a  ^  perish- 
ing existence/  As  the  impression  disappears  with  a  ^  torn 
of  the  eye  in  its  socket^'  so  does  the  object,  which  reallj  is 
the  impression,  and  cannot  appear  other  than  it  is  any  more 
than  a  feeling  can  be  felt  to  be  what  it  is  not.' 
If  felt,  241.    Sach    being    the    only  possible    object,   how   can 

thing  ia  no  qualities  of  it  be  perceived  P  We  cannot  here  find  refuge 
feeling,  ^^  ^^J  BVich.  propensity  to  feign  as  that  which,  according  to 
how  can  it  Hume,  leads  us  to  *  endow  objects  with  a  continued  exist- 
qualities?  ^^^9  distinct  from  our  perceptions.'  If  such  propensities 
can  give  rise  to  impressions  at  aU,  it  can  only  be  to  impres- 
sions of  reflection,  and  it  cannot  be  in  virtue  of  them  that 
extension,  an  impression  of  sensation,  is  given  as  a  quality 
of  an  object.  Now  if  there  is  any  meaning  in  the  phrase 
^  qualities  of  an  object,'  it  implies  that  the  qualities  co-exist 
with  each  other  and  the  object.  Feelings,  then,  which  are  felt 
as  qualities  of  another  feeling  must  co-exist  with,  i.6.  (accord- 
ing to  Hume)  be  felt  at  the  same  time  as,  it  and  each  other. 
Thus,  if  an  impression  of  sight  be  the  supposed  object,  no 
feeling  that  occurs  after  this  impression  has  disappeared  can 
be  a  quality  of  it.  Accordingly,  when  Hume  speaks  of  ex- 
tension being  seen  as  one  of  the  qualities  of  this  table,  he  is 
only  entitled  to  mean  that  it  is  one  among  several  feelings, 
experienced  at  one  and  the  same  time,  which  together  con- 
stitute the  table.  Whatever  is  not  so  experienced,  whether 
extension  or  anything  else,  can  be  no  guality  of  that  *  per- 
ception.' How  mifch  of  the  perception,  then,  wiU  survive? 
Can  any  feelings,  strictly  speaking,  be  cotemporaneous  ? 
Those  received  through  different  senses,  as  Hume  is  careful 
to  show,  may  be ;  e.g.  the  smell,  taste,  and  colour  of  a 
fruit."  In  regard  to  them,  therefore,  we  may  waive  the 
difliculty,  How  can  feelings  successive  to  each  other  be  yet 
co-existent  qualities  9  but  only  to  find  ourselves  in  another 
as  to  what  the  object  may  be  of  which  the  cotemporaneous 
feelings  are  qualities.     It  cannot,  according  to  Hume,  be 

>  See    above,   paragraph   208,   with  Nor  are  they  only  oo-existent  in  general, 

the  passages  there  cited.  but  also  cotemporary  in  their  appear- 

*  'The  taste  and  smell  of  any  fruit  are  ance  in  the  mind.'     P.  521.   (Contrast 

inseparable  from  its  other  qualities  of  p.  370,  where  existence  and  appearance 

colour  and  tangibility,  and    ....  are  identified.) 
'tis  certain  they  are  always  co-existent. 
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other  than  one  or  all  of  the  cotemporaneous  feelings.  Is, 
then,  the  taste  of  an  apple  a  quality  of  its  colour  or  of  its 
smell,  or  of  colour,  smell,  and  taste  put  together  9  It  will 
not  help  us  to  speak  of  the  several  feelings  as  qualities  of 
the  ^ total  impression;'  for  the  ^ total  impression'  either 
merely  means  the  several  feelings  put  together,  or  else 
covertiy  implies  just  that  reference  to  an  object  other  than 
these,  which  Hume  expressly  excludes. 

242.  In  fact,  however,  when  he  speaks  of  the  feeling,  which  The  thing 
is  called  extension,  as  a  quality  of  the  feeling,  which  is  called  ▼iH^ve 
sight,  of  the  table,  he  has  not  even  the  excuse  that  he  might  before  the 
have  had  if  the  feelings  in  question,  being  of  different  senses,  g^*)ity 
might  be  cotemporary.    According  to  him  they  are  feelings  of  be.  °' 
the  same  sense.     The  extension  of  the  table  he  took  to  be  a 
datum  of  sight  just  as  properly  as  its  colour ;  yet  he  cannot 

call  it  the  same  as  colour,  but  only  ^  a  quality  of  the  coloured 
object.'  As  the  *  coloured  object,'  however,  apart  from  *  pro^ 
pensities  to  feign,'  can,  according  to  him,  be  no  other  than 
the  feeling  of  colour,  his  doctrine  can  only  mean  that,  colour 
and  extension  being  feelings  of  the  same  sense,  the  latter  is 
a  quality  of  the  former.  Is  this  any  more  possible  than 
that  red  should  be  a  quality  of  blue,  or  a  sour  taste  of  a 
bitter  one  P  Must  not  the  two  feelings  be  successive,  how- 
ever closely  successive,  so  that  the  one  which  is  object  will 
have  disappeared  before  the  other,  which  is  to  be  its  quality, 
will  have  occurred  ?  * 

243.  If  we  look  to  the  detailed  account  which  Hume  gives  Hume 
of  the  relation  between  extension  and  colour,  we  find  that  he  equiro- 
avoids  the  appearance  of  making  one  feeling  a  quality  of  putting'^ 
another,  by  in  fact  substituting  for  colour  a  superficies  of  *  coloured 
coloured  points,  in  which  it  is  very  easy  to  find  extension  as  foy^iour. 
a  quality  because  it  already  is  extension  as  an  object.    To 

speak  of  extension,  though  a  feeling,  as  made  up  of  parts  is 
just  as  legitimate  or  illegitimate  as  to  speak  of  the  feeling 
of  colour  being  made  up  of  coloured  points.  The  legitimacy 
of  this  once  admitted,  there  remains,  indeed,  a  logical  question 
as  to  how  it  is  that  a  quality  should  be  spoken  of  in  terms 
that  seem  proper  to  a  substance — as  is  done  when  it  is  said 

'  It  ihould  be  needless  to  point  out  tion  as  to  ito  relation  to  snch  feelings 

that  by  taking  extension  to  be  a  quality  will  be  simply  a  repetition  of  that,  put 

of  'tangibility'  or  muscular  effiart  we  in   the  text,  as  to  its  relation  to  the 

merely  change  the  difficulty.  The  ques-  feeling  of  colour. 
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to  consist  of  parts — and  yet,  again,  should  be  pronounced  a 
relation  of  these  parts ;  but  to  one  who  professed  to  merge 
all  logical  distinctions  in  the  indifference  of  simple  feeling, 
such  a  question  could  have  no  recognised  meaning.  It  is, 
then,  upon  the  question  whether,  according  to  Hume's  doc- 
trine of  perception,  the  perception  of  an  object  made  up  of 
coloured  points  may  be  used  interchangeably  with  the  per- 
ception of  colour,  that  the  consistency  of  his  doctrine  of 
extension  must  finally  be  tried. 

244.  The  detailed  account  is  to  the  following  effect : — 
*  Upon  opening  my  eyes  and  turning  them  to  the  surround- 
ing objects,  I  perceive  many  visible  bodies ;  and  upon  shut- 
ting them  again  and  considering  the  distance  betwixt  these 
bodies,  I  acquire  the  idea  of  extension.'  From  what  im- 
pression, Hume  proceeds  to  ask,  is  this  idea  derived  9  ^  In- 
ternal impressions '  being  excluded,  ^  there  remain  nothing 
but  the  senses  which  can  convey  to  us  this  original  impres- 
sion.' .  •  •  ^  The  table  before  me  is  alone  sufficient  by  its 
view  to  give  me  the  idea  of  extension.  This  idea,  then,  is 
borrowed  from  and  represents  some  impression  which  this 
moment  appears  to  the  senses.  But  my  senses  convey  to  me 
only  the  impressions  of  coloured  points,  disposed  in  a  certain 
manner.  •  .  •  We  may  conclude  that  the  idea  of  extension 
is  nothing  but  a  copy  of  these  coloured  points  and  of  the 
manner  of  their  appearance.'  * 
Can  a  Mis-  245.  If  the  first  sentence  of  the  above  had  been  found  by 
coloured  °^  Hume  in  an  author  whom  he  was  criticising,  he  would 
points' be  scarcely  have  been  slow  to  pronounce  it  tautological.  As  it 
an  impres-  gtands,  it  simply  tells  us  that  having  seen  things  extended  we 
consider  their  extension,  and  upon  considering  it  acquire  an 
idea  of  it.  It  is  a  fair  sample  enough  of  those  '  natural  his- 
tories '  of  the  soul  in  vogue  among  us,  which  by  the  help  of  a 
varied  nomenclature  seem  able  to  explain  a  supposed  later 
state  of  consciousness  as  the  result  of  a  supposed  earlier  one, 
because  the  terms  in  which  the  earlier  is  described  in  effect 
assume  the  later.  It  may  be  said,  however,  that  it  is  only  by 
a  misinterpretation  of  a  carelessly  written  sentence  that 
Hume  can  be  represented  as  deriving  the  idea  of  extension 
from  the  consideration  of  distance ;  that,  as  the  sequel  shows, 
he  regarded  the  *  consideration'  and  the  *  idea  '  in  question 

»  Pp.  310  and  341. 
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as  equivalent,  and  derived  from  the  same  impression  of 
sense.  It  is  undonbtedlj  upon  his  account  of  this  impres- 
sion that  his  doctrine  of  extension  depends.  It  is  described 
as  '  an  impression  of  coloured  points  disposed  in  a  certain 
manner.'  To  it  the  idea  of  extension  is  related  simply  as  a 
copy ;  which,  we  have  seen,  properly  means  with  Hume,  as 
a  feeling  in  a  less  lively  stage  is  related  to  the  same  feeling 
in  a  more  lively  stage.  It  is  itself,  we  must  note,  the  impress 
»i<m  oi  extension ;  and  it  is  an  impression  of  sense,  about 
which,  accordingly,  no  farther  question  can  properly  be  raised. 
Hume,  indeed,  allows  himself  to  speak  as  if  it  were  included 
in  a  *  perception  of  visible  bodies '  other  than  itself ;  just  as 
in  the  passage  from  the  fourth  book  previously  examined,  he 
speaks  as  if  the  perception,  called  extension,  were  a  quality  of 
some  other  perception.  This  we  must  regard  as  an  exercise 
of  the  privilege  which  he  claims  of  *  speaking  with  the  vulgar 
while  he  thought  with  the  learned ; '  since,  according  to  him, 
*  visible  body,*  in  any  other  sense  than  that  of  the  impression 
of  coloured  points,  is  properly  a  name  for  a  *  propensity  to 
feign '  resulting  from  a  process  posterior  to  all  impressions 
of  sense.  The  question  remains  whether,  in  speaking  of  an 
impression  as  one  of  '  coloured  points  disposed  in  a  certain 
manner,'  he  is  not  introducing  a  ^  fiction  of  thought '  into 
the  impression  just  as  much  as  in  calling  it  a  '  perception  of 
body.' 

246.  An  impression,  we  know,  can,  according  to  Hume,  The  polDta 
never  be  o/an  object  in  the  sense  of  involving  a  reference  to  Jhmselve* 
anythiug  other  than  itself.     When  one  is  said,  then,  to  be  impres- 
of  coloured  points,  &c.,  this  can  only  mean  that  itself  m,  or  ^^f^^g^ 
consists  of,  such  points.     Thus   the   question  we  have  to  not  co- 
answer  is  only  a  more  definite  form  of  the  one  previously  ®^«^°*' 
put,  Can  a  feeling  consist  of  parts  ?     In  answering  it  we 
must  remember  that  the  parts,  here  supposed  to  be  coloured 
points,  must,  according  to  Hume's  doctrine,  be  •themselves 
impressions  or  they  are  nothing.     Consistently  with  this  he 
speaks  of  extension  as  ^  a  compound  impression,  consisting 
of  parts  or  lesser  impressions,  that  are  indivisible  to  the  eye 
or  feeling,  and  may  be  called  impressions  of  atoms  or  cor- 
puscles, endowed  with  colour  and  solidity.'  *     Now,  unless 
we  suppose  that  a  multitude  of  feelings  of  one  and  the  same 

»  r.  315. 
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sense  can  be  present  together,  these  Messer  impressions' 
must  follow  each  other  and  precede  the  ^  compound  impres- 
sion/ That  is  to  say,  none  of  the  parts  of  which  extension 
consists  will  be  in  existence  at  the  same  time,  and  all  will 
have  ceased  to  exist  before  extension  itself  comes  into  being. 
Can  we,  then,  adopt  the  alternative  supposition  that  a  multi- 
tude of  feelings  of  one  and  the  same  sense  can  be  present 
together  9  In  answering  this  question  according  to  Hume's 
premisses  we  may  not  help  ourselves  by  saying  that  in  a  case 
of  vision  there  really  are  impressions  on  different  parts  of 
the  retina.  To  say  that  it  really  is  so,  is  to  say  that  it  is  so 
for  the  thinking  consciousness — ^for  a  consciousness  that 
distinguishes  between  what  it  feels  and  what  it  knows.  To 
a  ma«,  aa  simply  seeing  and  while  he  sees,  his  sight  is  not 
an  impression  on  the  retina  at  all,  much  less  a  combination 
of  impressions  on  different  parts  of  the  retina.  It  is  so  for 
him  only  as  thinking  on  the  organs  of  his  sight ;  or,  if  we 
like,  as  ^  seeing '  them  in  another,  but  '  seeing '  them  in  a 
way  determined  by  sundry  suppositions  (bodies,  rays,  and 
the  like)  which  are  not  feelings,  and  therefore  with  Hume 
not  possible  ^  perceptions,'  at  all.  But  it  is  the  impres- 
sion of  sight,  as  it  would  be  for  one  simply  seeing  and  while 
he  sees,  undetermined  by  reference  to  anything  other  than 
itself,  whether  subject  or  object — an  impression  as  it  would 
be  for  a  merely  feeling  consciousness  or  (in  Hume's  lan- 
guage) '  on  the  same  footing  with  pain  and  pleasure ' — that 
we  have  to  do  with  when,  from  Hume's  point  of  view,  we 
ask  whether  a  multitude  of  such  impressions  can  be  present 
at  once,  i.e,  as  one  impression. 
A  *  com-  247.  If  this  question  had  been  brought  home  to  Hume, 

pound  im-  -j^q  could  scarcely  have  avoided  the  admission  that  to  answer 
excluded  it  afiirmatively  involved  just  as  much  of  a  contradiction  as 
byHume'8  that  which  he  recognises  between  the  *  interrupted '  and 
time.  *  continuous '  existence  of  objects ;  *  and  just  as  in  the  latter 

case  he  gets  over  the  contradiction  by  taking  the  inter- 
rupted existence,  because  the  datum  of  sense,  to  be  the 
reality,  and  the  continued  existence  to  be  a  belief  resulting 
from  ^propensities  to  feign,'  so  in  the  case  before  us  he  must 
have  taken  the  multiplicity  of  successive  impressions  to  be 
the  reality,  and  their  co-existence  as  related  parts  to  be  a 

'  P.  483  and  following,  and  p.  486. 
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figure  of  speech,  which  he  must  account  for  as  best  he  could. 
As  it  is,  he  so  plays  fast  and  loose  with  the  meaning  of  *  im- 
pression *  as  to  hide  the  contradiction  which  is  inyolved  in 
the  notion  of  a  *  componnd  impression '  if  impression  is  in- 
terpreted as  feeling — ^the  contradiction,  namely,  that  a  single 
feeling  should  be  felt  to  be  manifold — and  in  consequence  loses 
the  chance  of  being  brought  to  that  truer  inteiprei^tion  of  the 
compound  impression,  as  the  thought  of  an  object  under  re- 
lations, which  a  more  honest  trial  of  its  reduction  to  feeling 
might  haye  shown  to  be  necessary.     To  convict  so  skilful  a 
writer  of  a  contradiction  in  terms  can  never  be  an  easy 
task.     He  does  not  in  so  many  words  tell  us  that  all  im- 
pressions of  sight  must  be  successive,  but  he  does  tell  us 
that  *the  impressions  of  touch,'  which,  indifferently  with 
those  of  sight,  he  holds  to  constitute  the  compound  impres- 
sion of  extension,  •  change  every  moment  upon  us.'  *     And 
in  the  immediate  sequel  of  the  passage  where  he  has  made 
out  extension  to  be  a  compound  of  co-existent  impressions, 
he  derives  the  idea  of  time  *ftom    the  succession  of  our 
perceptions  of  every  hind.,  ideas  as  well  as  impressions,  and 
impressions  of  reflection  as  well  as   of  sensation.'      The 
parts  of  time,  he  goes  on  to  say,  cannot  be  co-existent ;  and, 
since  '  time  itself  is  nothing  but    different  ideas   and  im- 
pressions succeeding  each  other,'  these  parts,  we  must  con- 
clude, are  those  *  perceptions   of  every  kind'  from  which 
the  idea  of  time  is  derived.*    It  is  only,  in  fact,  by  availing 
himself  of  the  distinction,  which  he  yet  expressly  rejects, 
between  the  impression  and  its  object,  that  he  disguises  the 
contradiction  in  terms  of  first  pronouncing  certain  impres- 
sions, as  parts  of  space,  co-existent,  and  then  pronouncing  all 
impressions,  as  parts  of  time,  successive.     A  statement  that 
'  as  from  the  coexistence  of  visual,  and  also  of  tactual,  per- 
ceptions we  receive  the  idea  of  extension,  so  from  the  suc- 
cession of  perceptions  of  every  kind  we  form  the  idea  of 
time,'  would  arouse  the  suspicion  of  the  most  casual  reader; 
while  Hume's  version  of  the  same, — *  as  'tis  from  the  dispo- 
sition of  visible  and  tangible  objects  we  receive  the  idea  of 
space,  so  from  the  succession  of  ideas  and  impressions  we 
form  the  idea  of  time" — ^has  the  full  ring   of  empirical 
plausibility. 

«  P.  616.  «  Pp.  342,  848.  •  P.  842. 
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The  fact  248.  This  plausibility  depends  chiefly  on  onr  reading  into 

cofours  Hume's  doctrine  a  physical  theory  which,  as  implying  a 
mix,  not  to  distinction  between  feeling  and  its  real  but  unfelt  cause,  is 
pose?^"  strictly  incompatible  with  it.  Is  it  not  an  undoubted  fact, 
the  reader  asks,  that  two  colours  may  combine  to  produce  a 
third  different  from  both — that  red  and  yellow,  for  instance, 
together  produce  orange?  Is  not  this  already  an  in- 
stance of  a  compound  impression  ?  Why  may  not  a  like  com- 
position of  unextended  impressions  of  colour  constitute  an 
impression  different  from  any  one  of  the  component  impres- 
sions, viz,  extended  colour?  A  moment's  consideration, 
however,  will  show  that  no  one  has  a  conscious  sensation  at 
once  of  red  and  yellow,  and  of  orange  as  a  compound  of  the 
two.  The  elements  which  combine  to  produce  the  colour 
called  orange  are  not — as  they  ought  to  be  if  it  is  to  be  a 
case  of  compound  impression  in  Hume's  sense — feelings  of 
the  person  who  sees  the  orange  colour,  but  certain  known 
causes  of  feeling,  confused  in  language  with  the  feelings, 
which  separately  they  might  produce,  but  which  in  fact  they 
do  not  produce  when  they  combine  to  give  the  sensation  of 
orange ;  and  to  such  causes  of  feeling,  which  are  not  them.- 
selves  feelings,  Hume  properly  can  have  nothing  to  say. 
How  Hume  249.  So  far  we  have  been  considering  the  composition  of 
pearance*  impressions  generally,  without  special  reference  to  extension, 
of  identi-  The  Contradiction  pointed  out  arises  from  the  conftision 
space  with  between  impressions  as  felt  and  impressions  as  thought  of; 
colour,  between  feelings  as  they  are  in  themselves,  presented  suc- 
cessively in  time,  and  feelings  as  determined  by  relation  to 
the  thinking  subject,  which  takes  them  out  of  the  flux  of  time 
and  converts  them  into  members  of  a  permanent  whole.  It 
is  in  this  form  that  the  confusion  is  most  apt  to  elude  us. 
When  the  conceived  object  is  one  of  which  the  qualities  can 
really  be  felt,  e.g.  colour,  we  readily  forget  that  a  felt  quality 
is  no  longer  simply  a  feeling.  But  the  case  is  different  when 
the  object  is  one,  like  extension,  which  forces  on  us  the 
question  whether  its  quaHties  can  be  felt,  or  presented  in 
feeling,  at  all.  A  compound  of  impressions  of  colour,  to 
adopt  Hume's  phraseology,  even  if  such  composition  were 
possible,  would  still  be  nothing  else  than  an  impression  of 
colour.  In  more  accurate  language,  the  conception,  which 
results  from  the  action  of  thought  upon  feelings  of  colour, 
can  only  be  a  conception  of  colour.     Is  extension,  then,  the 
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same  as  colour  P  To  say  that  it  was  would  imply  that 
geometry  was  a  science  of  colour ;  and  Hume,  though  ready 
enough  to  outrage  *  Metaphysics  and  School  Divinity/  always 
stops  reverently  short  of  direct  offence  to  the  mathematical 
sciences.  As  has  been  said  above,  of  the  three  main  questions 
about  the  idea  of  extension  which  his  doctrine  raises — Is  it 
itself  extended?  Is  it  possible  without  reference  to  some- 
thing other  than  a  possible  impression  P  Is  it  the  same  as 
the  idea  of  colour  or  tangibility  ? — the  last  is  the  only  one 
which  he  can  scarcely  even  profess  to  answer  in  the  affirma- 
tive.* Even  when  he  has  gone  so  far  as  to  speak  of  the  parts  and  ac- 
of  a  perception,  a  sound  instinct  compels  him,  instead  of  the°ab-  ^^ 
identifying  the  perception  directly  with  extension,  to  speak  straction 
of  it  as  *  affording  through  the  situation  of  its  parts  the  ^^  ^^^®" 
notion  of  extension.*  In  like  manner,  when  he  has  asserted 
extension  to  be  a  compound  of  impressions,  he  avoids  the 
proper  consequence  of  the  assertion  by  speaking  of  the  com- 
ponent impressions  as  those,  not  of  colour  but,  of  coloured 
points,  *  atoms  or  corpuscles  endowed  with  colour  and 
solidity ; '  and,  again,  does  not  call  extension  the  compound 
of  these  simply,  but  the  compound  of  them  as  *  disposed  in  a 
certain  manner.'  When  the  idea  which  is  a  copy  of  this 
impression  has  to  be  spoken  of,  the  expression  is  varied 
again.  It  is  an  ^  idea  of  the  coloured  points  and  of  the  man- 
ner of  their  appearance,^  or  of  their  *  disposition.'  The  dispo- 
sition of  the  parts  having  been  thus  virtually  distinguished 
from  their  colour,  it  is  easy  to  suppose  that,  finding  a 
likeness  in  the  disposition  of  points  under  every  unlikeness  - 
of  their  colour,  *  we  omit  the  peculiarities  of  colour,  as  far  as 
possible,  and  found  an  abstract  idea  merely  on  that  disposi- 
tion of  points,  or  manner  of  appearance,  in  which  they 
agree.  Nay,  even  when  the  resemblance  is  carried  beyond 
the  objects  of  one  sense,  and  the  impressions  of  touch  are 
found  to  be  similar  to  those  of  sight  in  the  disposition  of 
their  parts,  this  does  not  hinder  the  abstract  idea  from 
representing  both  on  account  of  their  resemblance.' ' 

250.  If  words  have  any  meaning,  the  above  must  imply  in  so 
that  the  disposition  of  points  is  at  least  a  different  idea  from  ?°^'^'  ^® 
either  colour  or  tangibility,  however  impossible  it  may  be  for  that  space 

is  a  rela- 

'  Above,  paragraph  233.     Though,  «  Above,  paragraph  235.  ^^°°» 

as  we  shaU  see,  he  does  so  in  one  pas-  '  P.  341. 

sage. 
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UB  to  experience  it  without  one  or  other  of  the  latter.  Nor 
can  we  suppose  that  this  impression,  other  than  colour,  is  one 
that  first  results  from  the  composition  of  colours,  even  if  we 
admit  that  such  composition  could  yield  a  result  different 
from  colour.  According  to  Hume,  the  components  of  the 
compound  impression  are  already  impressions  of  coloured 

*  points,  atoms,  or  corpuscles,'  and  such  points  imply  just  that 
limitation  by  mutual  externality,  which  is  already  the  dispo* 
sition  in  question.    Is  this  '  disposition,'  then,  an  impression 

t^n  wWdh  ^^  sensation?  If  so,  'through  which  of  the  senses  is  it 
is  not  a  received  P  If  it  be  perceived  by  the  eyes  it  must  be  a  colour,' 
possible  4^^  &c.;*  but  from  colour,  the  impression  with  which  Hume 
sion.  would  have  identified  it  if  he  could,  he  yet  finds  himself  obliged 

virtually  to  distinguish  it.  It  is  a  relation,  and  not  even 
one  of  those  relations,  such  as  resemblance,  which  in  Hume's 
language,  '  depending  on  the  nature  of  the  impressions  re- 
lated,''may  plausibly  be  reckoned  to  be  themselves  impressions. 
The  *  disposition'  of  parts  and  their  •  situation '  he  uses  inter- 
changeably, and  the  situation  of  impressions  he  expressly 
opposes  to  their  •  nature' ' — that  nature  in  respect  of  which 
ail  impressions,  call  them  what  we  like,  are  *  originally  on 
the  same  footing'  with  pain  and  pleasure.  Consistently 
with  this  he  pronounces  the  *  external  position '  of  objects — 
their  position  as  bodies  external  to  each  other  and  to  our 
body — to  be  no  datum  of  sense,  no  impression  or  idea,  at  all/ 
Our  belief  in  it  has  to  be  accounted  for  as  a  complex  result 
of  'propensities  to  feign.'  How,  then,  can  there  be  an  impres- 
sion of  that  which  does  not  belong  to  the  nature  of  any 
impression  ?    What  difference  is  there  between  *  bodies '  and 

*  corpuscles  endowed  with  colour  and  solidity,'  that  the 
outwardness  of  the  latter  to  each  other — also  called  their 


>  Above,  paragraph  208. 

«  P.  872,  'Philosophical  relations 
may  be  divided  into  two  classes  :  into 
such  as  depend  entirely  on  the  ideas 
which  we  compare  together;  and  such 
as  may  be  changed  without  any  change 
in  the  ideas.  .  .  .  The  relations 
of  contiguity  and  distance  between 
two  objects  may  be  changed  without 
any  change  in  the  objects  themselves 
or  their  ideas.' 

•  P.  480.  *  When  we  doubt  whether 
sensations  present  themselves  as  dis- 
tinct objects  or  as  mere  impressions, 
the   difficulty   is  not  concerning  their 


nature,  but  concerning  their  relations 
and  situation.' 

^  P.  481.  In  there  showing  that 
the  senses  alone  cannot  convince  us 
of  the  external  existence  of  body,  he 
remarks  that  '  sounds,  tastes,  and 
smells  appear  not  to  have  any  existence 
in  extension ; '  and  (p.  483)  '  as  far  as 
the  senses  are  judges,  all  perceptions 
are  the  same  in  the  manner  of  their 
existence.'  Therefore  perceptions  of 
sight  cannot  have  'an  existence  in 
extension '  any  more  than  '  sounds, 
tastes,  and  smells ; '  and  if  so,  how  can 
'  existence  in  extension'  be  a  perception  ? 
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*  distance '  from  each  other ' — shoald  be  an  impression,  while 
it  is  admitted  that  the  same  relation  between  ^bodies'  cannot 
be  so? 

251.  To  have  plainly  admitted  that  it  was  not  an  impres-  ^o  logical 
fiion  mnst  have  compelled  Hame  either  to  discard  the  *  ab-  bltwaen*^* 
€itract  idea  *  with  which  geometry  deals,  or  to  admit  the  idoDtifying 
possibility  of  ideas  other  than  *  fainter  impressions.'     It  is  a  '^up^n^ 
principle  on  which  he  insists  with  much  emphasis  and  repe-  admitting 
tition,  tliat  whatever  *  objects,'  *  impressions,'  or  *  ideas '  are  *°/^®*-^ 
distingnishable  are  also  separable.^      Now  if  there  is   an  from  an 
abstract  idea  of  extension,  it  can  scarcely  be  other  than  dis-  '™P™»- 
tingnishable,  and  consequently  (according  to  Hume's  account 
of  the  relation  of  idea  to  impression)  derived  from  a  dis- 
tinguishable and  therefore  separable  impression.     It  would 
seem  then  that  Hume  cannot  escape  conviction  of  one  of  two 
inconsistencies ;  either  that  of  supposing  a  separate  impres- 
sion of  extension,  which  yet  is  not  of  the  nature  of  any 
assignable  sensation ;  or  that  of  supposing  an  abstract  idea 
of  it  in  the  absence  of  any  such  impression.     We  shall  find 
that  he  does  not  directly  face  either  horn  of  the  dilemma, 
but  evades  both  of  them.   He  admits  that  ^  the  ideas  of  space 
and  time  are  no  separate  and  distinct  ideas,  but  merely  those 
of  the  manner  or  order  in  which  objects '  («.  c.  impressions) 
^  exist."    In  the  Fourth  Book,  where  the  equivalence  of  im- 
pression to  feeling  is  more  consistently  carried  out,  the  fact 
that  what  is  commonly  reckoned  an  impression  is  really  a 
judgment  about  the  '  manner  of  existence,'  as  opposed  to  the 
'  nature,'  of  impressions,  is  taken  as  sufficient  proof  that  it  is 
no  impression  at  all ;  and  if  not  an  impression,  therefore  not 
an  idea/     He  thus  involuntarily  recognized  the  true  differ- 
ence between  feeling  and  thought,  between  the  mere  occur- 
rence of  feelings  and  the  presentation  of  that  occurrence  by 
the  self-conscious  subject  to  itself;    and,  if  only  he  had 
known  what  he  was  about  in  the  recognition,  might  have 
anticipated  Eant's  distinction  between  the  matter  and  form 
of  sensation.     In  the  Second  Book,  however,  he  will  neither 
say  explicitly  that  space  is  an  impression  of  colour  or  a  com- 
pound of  colours — that  would  be  to  extinguish  geometry ; 
nor  yet  that  it  is  impression  of  sense  separate  from  that  of 
colour — that  would  lay  him  open  to  the  retort  that  he  was 

>  Above,  paragraphfl  236  and  244.  '  P.  346. 
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virtuallj  introdncing  a  sixth  sense ;  nor  on  the  other  hand 
will  he  boldly  avow  of  it,  as  he  afterwards  does  of  body, 
that  it  is  a  fiction.  He  denies  that  it  is  a  separate  impres- 
sion, so  far  as  that  is  necessary  for  avoiding  the  challenge  to 
specify  the  sense  through  which  it  is  received ;  he  distin- 
guishes it  from  a  mere  impression  of  sight,  when  it  is  neces- 
sary to  avoid  its  simple  identification  with*  colour.  By 
speaking  of  it  as  *  the  manner  in  which  objects  exist ' — so 
long  as  he  is  not  confronted  with  the  declarations  of  the 
Fourth  Book  or  with  the  question  how,  the  objects  being  im- 
pressions, their  order  of  existence  can  be  at  once  that  of 
succession  in  time  and  of  co-existence  in  space — he  gains  the 
credit  for  it  of  being  a  dattim  of  sight,  yet  so  far  distinct 
from  colour  as  to  be  a  possible  *  foundation  for  an  abstract 
idea,'  representative  also  of  objects  not  coloured  at  all  but 
tangible.  At  the  same  time,  if  pressed  with  the  question 
how  it  could  be  an  impression  of  sight  and  yet  not  inter- 
changeable with  colour,  he  could  put  off  the  questioner  by 
reminding  him  that  he  never  made  it  a  ^  separate  or  distinct 
impression,  but  one  of  the  manner  in  which  objects  exist.' 
In  his  ac-  252.  Disguisc  it  as  he  might,  however,  the  admission  that 
Se°idea  as  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^  some  scnse  an  abstract  idea  of  space,  which  the 
abstract,  existence  of  geometry  required  of  him,  really  carried  with  it 
reaUy  in-  ^^^  admission  either  of  a  distinct  impression  of  the  same,  or 
troduces  of  some  transmuting  process  by  which  the  idea  may  become 
befween^^'  what  the  impression  is  not.  His  way  of  evading  this  conse- 
feeling  and  queuce  has  been  already  noticed  in  our  examination  of  his 
con^ep-  doctrine  of  *  abstract  ideas '  generally,  though  without  special 
reference  to  extension.*  It  consists  in  asserting  figure  and 
colour  to  be  *  really,'  or  as  an  impression,  *  the  same  and  in- 
distinguishable,' but  different  as  *  relations  and  resemblances' 
of  the  impression ;  in  other  words,  different  according  to  the 
*  light  in  which  the  impression  is  considered '  or  *  the  aspect 
in  which  it  is  viewed,'  Of  these  *  separate  resemblances  and 
relations,'  however,  are  there  ideas  or  are  there  not?  If 
there  are  not,  they  are  according  to  Hume  nothing  of  which 
we  are  conscious  at  all ;  if  there  are,  there  must  be  distin- 
guishable, and  therefore  separable,  impressions  corresponding. 
To  say  then  that  figure  and  colour  form  one  and  the  same 
indistinguishable  impression,  and  yet  that  they  constitute 

>  Above,  paragraph  218. 
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*  different  resemblances  and  relations/  without  such  explana- 
tion as  Hume  cannot  consistently  give,  is  in  fact  a  contradic- 
tion in  terms.  The  true  explanation  is  that  the  *  impression  * 
has  a  different  meaning,  when  figure  and  colour  are  said  to 
be  inseparable  in  the  impression,  from  that  which  it  has 
when  spoken  of  as  a  subject  of  different  resemblances  and 
relations.  -  In  the  former  sense  it  is  the  feeling  pure  and 
simple — one  SLB  presented  singly  in  time,  after  another  and 
before  a  third.  In  this  sense  it  is  doubtless  insusceptible  of 
distinction  into  qualities  of  figure  and  colour,  because  (for 
reasons  already  stated)  it  can  have  no  qualities  at  all.  But 
the  *  simplicity  in  which  many  different  resemblances  and 
relations  may  be  contained '  is  quite  other  than  this  single- 
ness. It  is  the  unity  of  an  object  thought  of  under  manifold 
relations — a  unity  of  which  Hume,  reducing  all  conscious- 
ness to  *  impression  *  and  impression  to  feeling,  has  no  con- 
sistent account  to  give.  Failing  such  an  account,  the  unity 
of  the  intelligible  object,  and  the  singleness  of  the  feeling  in 
time,  are  simply  confused  with  each  other.  It  is  only  an 
object  as  thought  of,  not  a  feeling  as  felt,  that  can  properly 
be  said  to  have  qualities  at  all ;  while  it  is  only  because  it  is 
still  regarded  as  a  feeling  that  qualities  of  it,  which  cannot 
be  referred  to  separate  impressions,  are  pronounced  the  same 
and  indistinguishable.  If  the  idea  of  space  is  other  than  a 
feeling  grown  fainter,  the  sole  reason  for  regarding  it  as 
originally  an  impression  of  colour  disappears  ;  if  His  such  a 
feeling,  it  cannot  contain  such  *  different  resemblances  and 
relations '  as  render  it  representative  of  objects  not  only 
coloured  in  every  possible  way,  but  not  coloured  at  all. 

253.  It  is  thus  by  playing  fast  and  loose  with  the  differ-  yet  avoids 
ence  between  feeling  and   conception  that  Hume   is  able,  appearance 
when  the  character  of  extension  as  an  intelligible  relation  by  treating 
is  urged,  to  reply  that  it  is  the  same  with  the  feeling   of  'cpnsjder- 
colour ;  and  on  the  other  hand,  when  asked  how  there  then  the^reia- 
can  be  an  abstract  idea  of  it,  to  reply  that  this  does  not  tions  of  a 
mean  a  separate  idea,  but  coloured  objects  considered  under  ^^/it"* 
a  certain  relation,  viz.    under  that  which  consists  in  the  were  itself 
disposition  of  their  parts.     The  most  effective  way  of  meet-  ^^  ^^^' 
ing  him  on  his  own  ground  is  to  ask  him  how  it  is,  since 
'  consideration '  can  only  mean  a  succession  of  ideas,  and 
ideas  are  fainter  impressions,  that  extension,  being  one  and 
the  same  impression  vnth  colour,  can  by  any  *  consideration  * 
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become  so  different  from  it  as  to  constitute  a  resemblance  to 
objects  that  are  not  coloured  at  all.  The  true  explanation, 
according  to  his  own  terminology,  would  be  that  the  re- 
semblance between  the  white  globe  and  all  other  globes, 
being  a  resemblance  not  of  impressions  but  of  such  relations 
between  impressions  as  do  not  *  depend  on  the  nature  of  the 
impressions '  related,  is  unaffected  by  the  presence  or  absence 
of  colour  or  any  other  sensation.  Of  such  relations,  how- 
ever, there  can  properly,  if  ideas  are  fainter  impressions,  be 
no  ideas  at  all.  In  regard  to  those  of  cause  and  identity 
Hume  vii*tually  admits  this ;  but  the  *  propensities  to  feign,* 
by  which  in  the  case  of  these  latter  relations  he  tries  to 
account  for  the  appearance  of  there  being  ideas  of  them, 
cannot  plausibly  be  applied  to  relations  in  space  and  time, 
of  which,  as  we  shall  see,  ideas  must  be  assumed  in  order  to 
account  for  the  ^  fictions '  of  body  and  necessary  connexion. 
Since  then  they  cannot  be  derived  from  any  separate  im- 
pression without  the  introduction  in  effect  of  a  sixth  sense, 
and  since  aU  constitutive  action  of  thought  as  distinct 
"from  feeling  is  denied  by  Hume,  the  only  way  to  save  ap- 
«pearances  is  to  treat  the  order  in  which  a  multitude  of 
impressions  present  themselves  as  the  same  vdth  each  im- 
pression, even  though  immediately  afterwards  it  may  have  to 
be  confessed,  that  it  is  so  independent  of  the  nature  of  any  or 
fill  of  the  impressions  as  to  be  the  foundation  of  an  abstract 
idea,  which  is  representative  of  other  impressions  having 
nothing  whatever  in  common  with  them  but  the  order  of 
appearance.  This  once  allowed — an  abstract  idea  having 
been  somehow  arrived  at  which  is  not  really  the  copy  of 
any  impression — it  is  easy  to  argue  back  from  the  abstract 
idea  to  an  impression,  and  because  there  is  an  idea  of  the 
composition  of  points  to  substitute  a  ^  composition  of  coloured 
points '  for  colour  as  the  original  impression.  From  such 
impression,  being  already  extension,  the  idea  of  extension 
can  undoubtedly  be  abstracted. 
Summary  254.  We  now  kuow  what  becomes  of  *  extended  matter ' 
dictions  in  when  the  doctrine,  which  has  only  to  be  stated  to  find  accept- 
hia  account  ancc,  that  WO  Cannot  *  look  for  anything  anywhere  but  in  our 
Bion.  '  ideas ' — in  other  words  that  for  us  there  is  no  world  but 
consciousness — is  fairly  carried  out.  *  Its  position  must 
become  more  and  more  equivocal,  as  the  assumption,  that 
consciousness  reveals  to  us  an  alien  matter,  has  in  one  after 
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another  of  its  details  to  be  rejected,  until  a  principle  of 
synthesis  within  consciousness  is  found  to  explain  it.  In 
default  of  this,  the  feeling  consciousness  has  to  be  made  to 
take  its  place  as  best  it  maj ;  which  means  that  what  is 
said  of  it  as  feeling  has  to  be  unsaid  of  it  as  extended,  and 
vice  versa.  As  feeling,  it  carries  no  reference  to  anything 
other  than  itself,  to  an  object  of  which  it  is  a  quality ;  as 
extended,  it  is  a  qualified  object.  As  extended  again,  its 
qualities  are  relations  of  coexistent  parts ;  as  feeling,  it  is 
an  unlimited  succession,  and  therefore,  not  being  a  possible 
whole,  can  have  no  parts  at  all.  Finally  bjs  feeling,  it  must 
in  each  moment  of  existence  either  be  '  on  the  same  foot- 
ing '  with  pain  and  pleasure  or  else — a  distinction  between 
impressions  of  sensation  and  reflection  being  unwarrantably 
admitted — ^be  a  colour,  a  taste,  a  sound,  a  smell,  or  '  tangi- 
bility;' as  extended,  it  is  an  ^ order  of  appearance'  or  'dis- 
position of  corpuscles,'  which,  being  predicable  indifferently 
at  any  rate  of  two  of  these  sensations,  can  no  more  be  the 
same  with  either  than  either  can  be  the  same  with  the 
other.  It  is  not  the  fault  of  Hume  but  his  merit  that,  in 
undertaking  to  maintain  more  strictly  than  others  the 
identification  of  extension  with  feeling,  he  brought  its  im- 
possibility more  clearly  into  view.  The  pity  is  that  having 
carried  his  speculative  enterprise  so  far  before  he  was  thirty, 
he  allowed  literary  vanity  to  interfere  with  its  consist- 
ent pursuit,  caring  only  to  think  out  the  philosophy  which 
he  inherited  so  far  as  it  enabled  him  to  pose  with  ad- 
vantage against  Mystics  and  Dogmatists,  but  not  to  that 
further  issue  which  is  the  entrance  to  the  philosophy  of 
£ant. 

255.  As  it  was,  he  never  came  fairly  to  ask  himself  the  He  gives 
fruitful  question,  How  the  sciences  of  quantity  *  continuous  "?  account 
and  discreet,'  which  undoubtedly  do  exist,  are  possible  to  a  m  sach. 
merely  feeling    consciousness,   because,  while    professedly 
reducing  all  consciousness  to  this  form,  he   still  allowed 
himself  to  interpret  it  in  the  terms  of  these  sciences  and, 
having   done   so,   could  easily  account  for  their  apparent 
'  abstraction '  from  it.     If  colour  is  already  for  feeling  a 
magnitude,  as  is  implied  in   calling  it  a  '  composition  of 
coloured  points,'  the  question,  how  a  knowledge  of  magni- 
tude is  possible,  is  of  course  superfluous.    It  only  remains  to 
deal,  as  Hume  professes  to  do,  with  the  apparent  abstraction 
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in  mathematics  of  magnitude  from  colour  and  the  conse- 
quent suppositions  of  pure  space  and  infinite  divisibility. 
Any  ulterior  problem  he  ignores.  That  magnitude  is  not 
any  the  more  a  feeling  for  being  *  endowed  with  colour '  he 
shows  no  suspicion.  He  pursues  his  ^  sensationalism '  in 
short,  in  its  bearing  on  mathematics,  just  as  far  as  Berkeley 
did  and  no  further.  The  question  at  issue,  as  he  conceived 
it,  was  not  as  to  the  possibility  of  magnitude  altogether,  but 
only  as  to  the  existence  of  a  vacuum ;  not  as  to  the  possi- 
bility of  number  altogether,  but  only  as  to  the  infinity  of 
its  parts.  Just  as  he  takes  magnitude  for  granted  as  found 
in  extension,  and  extension  as  equivalent  to  the  feeling  of 
colour,  so  he  takes  number  for  granted,  without  indeed  any 
explicit  account  of  the  impression  in  which  it  is  to  be  found, 
but  apparently  as  found  in  time,  which  again  is  identified 
with  the  succession  of  impressions.  In  the  second  part  of 
the  Treatise,  though  the  idea  of  njimber  is  assumed  and  an 
account  is  given  of  it  which  is  supposed  to  be  fatal  to  the 
infinite  divisibility  of  extension,  we  are  told  nothing  of  the 
impression  or  impressions  from  which  it  is  derived.  In  the 
Fourth  Part,  however,  there  is  a  passage  in  which  a  certain 
consideration  of  time  is  spoken  of  as  its  source. 

256.  In  the  latter  passage,  in  order  to  account  for  the 
idea  of  identity,  he  is  supposing  *a  single  object  placed 
before  us  and  surveyed  for  any  time  without  our  discovering 
in  it  any  variation  or  interruption.'  *  When  we  consider 
any  two  points  of  this  time,'  he  proceeds,  *  we  may  place 
them  in  dififerent  lights.  We  may  either  survey  them 
at  the  very  same  instant ;  in  which  case  they  give  us  the 
idea  of  number,  both  by  themselves  and  by  the  object, 
which  must  be  multiplied  in  order  to  be  conceived  at  once, 
as  existent  in  these  two  different  points  of  time  :  or,  on  the 
other  hand,  we  may  trace  the  succession  of  time  by  a  like 
succession  of  ideas,  and  conceiving  first  one  moment,  along 
with  the  object  then  existent,  imagine  afterwards  a  change 
in  the  time  without  any  variation  or  interruption  in  the  ob- 
ject ;  in  which  case  it  gives  us  the  idea  of  unity.'  * 
v^at  does  257.  A  slight  scrutmy  of  this  passage  will  show  that  it  is 
it  come  to?  a  prolonged  tautology.  The  difference  is  merely  verbal  be- 
tween the  processes  by  which  the  ideas  of  number  and  unity 
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are  severally  supposed  to  be  given,  except  that  in  the  former 
process  it  is  the  moment  of  surveying  the  times  that  is 
supposed  to  be  one,  while  the  times  themselves  are  many ; 
in  the  latter  it  is  the  object  that  is  supposed  to  be  one,  but 
the  times  many.  According  to  the  second  version  of  the 
former  proc-ess — that  according  to  which  the  diflferent  times 
surveyed  together  are  said  to  give  the  idea  of  number  *  by 
their  object ' — even  this  difference  disappears.  The  only  re- 
maining distinction  is  that  in  the  one  case  the  object  is 
supposed  to  be  given  as  one,  *  without  interruption  or 
variation,*  but  to  become  multiple  as  conceived  to  exist  in 
different  moments;  in  the  other  the  objects  are  supposed  to 
be  given  as  manifold,  being  ideas  presented  in  successive 
times,  but  to  become  one  through  the  imaginary  restriction 
of  the  multiplicity  to  the  times  in  distinction  from  the 
object.  Undoubtedly  any  one  of  these  verbally  distinct 
processes  will  yield  indifferently  the  idcEis  of  number  and  of 
unity,  since  these  ideas  in  strict  correlativity  are  presupposed 
by  each  of  them.  *  Two  points  of  time  surveyed  at  the  same 
time'  will  give  us  the  idea  of  number  because,  being  a 
duality  in  unity,  they  are  already  a  number.  So,  too,  and 
for  the  same  reason,  will  the  object,  one  in  itself  but  multiple 
as  existent  at  different  times.  Nor  does  the  idea  given  by 
imagining  ideas,  successively  presented,  to  be  *  one  uninter- 
rupted object,'  differ  from  the  above  more  than  many-in-one 
differs  from  one-in-many.  The  real  questions  of  course  are. 
How  two  times  can  be  surveyed  at  one  time ;  how  a  single 
object  can  be  multiplied  or  become  many ;  how  a  succes- 
sion of  ideas  can  be  imagined  to  be  an  unvaried  and  unin- 
terrupted object.  To  these  questions  Hume  has  no  answer 
to  give.  His  reduction  of  thought  to  feeling  logically  ex- 
cluded an  answer,  and  the  only  alternative  for  him  was  to 
ignore  or  disguise  them. 

268.  In  the  passage  from  part  ii.  of  the  Treatise,  already  Unites 
referred  to,  he  distinctly  tells  us  that  the  unity  to  which  J^® 
existence  belongs  excludes  multiplicity.     ^  Existence  itself  exist : 
belongs  to  unity,  and  is  never  applicable  to  number  but  on  f? 'S?'  * 
account  of  the  unites  of  which  the  number  is  composed,  denomina- 
Twenty  men  may  be  said  to  exist,  but  'tis  only  because  one,  ^^"-^ 
two,  three,  four,  &c.,  are  existent A  unitft  con- 
sisting of  a  number  of  fractions,  is  merely  a  fictitious  de- 
nomination, which  the  mind  may  apply  to  any  quantity  of 
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objects  it  collects  together ;  nor  can  such  an  unity  any  more 
exist  alone  than  number  can,  as  being  in  reality  a  true 
number.  But  the  unity  which  can  exist  alone,  and  whose 
existence  is  necessary  to  that  of  all  number,  is  of  another 
kind  and  must  be  perfectly  indivisible  and  incapable  of 
being  resolved  into  any  lesser  unity.'  *  What  then  is  the 
*  unity  which  can  exist  alone '  ?  The  answer,  according  to 
Hume,  must  be  that  it  is  an  impression  separately  felt  and 
not  resoluble  into  any  other  impressions.  But  then  the 
question  arises,  how  a  succession  of  such  impressions  can 
form  a  number  or  sum ;  and  if  they  cannot,  how  the  so- 
called  real  unity  or  separate  impression  can  in  any  sense  be 
a  unite,  since  a  unite  is  only  so  as  one  of  a  sum.  To  put  the 
question  otherwise.  Is  it  not  the  case  that  a  unite  has  no  more 
meaning  without  number  than  number  without  unites,  and 
that  every  number  is  not  only  just  such  a  ^  fictitious  denomi- 
nation,' as  Hume  pronounces  a  ^  unite  consisting  of  a  number 
of  fractions '  to  be,  but  a  fiction  impossible  for  our  conscious- 
ness according  to  Hume's  account  of  it  ?  It  will  not  do  to 
say  that  such  a  question  touches  only  the  fiction  of '  abstract 
number,'  but  not  the  existence  of  numbered  objects ;  that 
(to  take  Hume's  instance)  twenty  men  exist  with  the  exist- 
ence of  each  individual  man,  each  real  unit,  of  the  lot.  It  is 
precisely  the  numerability  of  objects — ^not  indeed  their  exist- 
ence, if  that  only  means  their  successive  appearance,  but 
their  existence  as  a  sum — that  is  in  question.  If  such  numer- 
ability is  possible  for  such  a  consciousness  as  Hume  makes 
ours  to  be ;  in  other  words,  if  he  can  explain  the  fact  that 
we  count ;  *  abstract  number '  may  no  doubt  be  left  to  take 
care  of  itself.  Is  it  then  possible  ?  ^  Separate  impressions  ' 
mean  impressions  felt  at  different  times,  which  accordingly 
can  no  more  co-exist  than,  to  use  Hume's  expression,  ^  the 
year  1737  can  concur  with  the  year  1738;'  whereas  the 
constituents  of  a  sum  must,  as  such,  co-exist.  Thus  when 
we  are  told  that  Hwenty  may  be  said  to  exist  because 
one,  two,  three,  &c.,  are  existent,'  the  alleged  reason,  under- 
stood as  Hume  was  bound  to  understand  it,  is  incompatible 
with  the  supposed  consequence.  The  existence  of  an  object 
would,  to  him,  mean  no  more  than  the  occurrence  of  an 
impression  ;  but  that  one  impression  should  occur,  and  then 
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another  and  then  another,  is  the  exact  opposite  of  their  co- 
existence as  a  sum  of  impressions,  and  it  is  such  co-existence 
that  is  implied  when  the  impressions  are  counted  and  pro- 
noanced  so  many.  Thus  when  Hume  tells  us  that  a  single 
object,  by  being '  multiplied  in  order  to  be  conceived  at  once 
as  existent  in  different  points  of  time,'  gives  us  the  idea  of 
number,  we  are  forced  to  ask  him  what  precisely  it  is  which 
thus,  being  one,  can  become  manifold.  Is  it  a  ^  unite  that 
can  exist  alone '  ?  That,  having  no  parts,  cannot  become 
manifold  by  resolution.  *  But  it  may  by  repetition?  *  No, 
for  it  is  a  separate  impression,  and  the  repetition  of  an  im- 
pression cannot  co-exist,  so  as  to  form  one  sum,  with  its 
former  occurrence.  *  But  it  may  be  thought  of  as  doing  so  P* 
No,  for  that,  according  to  Hume,  could  only  mean  that  feel- 
ings might  concur  in  a  fainter  stage  though  they  could  not 
in  a  livelier.  Is  the  single  object  then  a  unite  which  already 
consists  of  parts  ?  But  that  is  a  *  fictitious  denomination,' 
and  presupposes  the  very  idea  of  number  that  has  to  be  ac- 
counted for. 
259.  The  impossibility  of  getting  number,  as  a  many-in-  Idea  of 

one,  out  of  the  succession  of  feelinffs,  so  long  as  the  self  is  ^^^^  ®1®° 
1  "I  1  t»  •       •   t  more  un- 

treated as  only  another  name  for  that  succession,  is  less  easy  account- 
to  disguise  when  the  supposed  units  are  not  merely  given  in  ^^®  ^? 
succession,  but  are  actually  the  moments  of  the  succession ;  principleB. 
in  other  words,  when  time  is  the  many-in- one  to  be  accounted 
for.  How  can  a  multitude  of  feelings  of  which  no  two  are 
present  together,  undetermined  by  relation  to  anything  other 
than  the  feelings,  be  at  the  same  time  a  consciousness  of  the 
relation  between  the  moments  in  which  the  feelings  are 
given,  or  of  a  sum  which  these  moments  form  9  How  can 
there  be  a  relation  between  ^  objects '  of  which  one  has 
ceased  before  the  other  has  begun  to  exist  ?  ^  For  the  same 
reason,'  says  Hume,  Hhat  the  year  1737  cannot  concur  with 
the  present  year  1788,  every  moment  must  be  distinct  from, 
and  posterior  or  antecedent  to,  another.'  ^  How  then  can  the 
present  moment  form  one  sam  with  all  past  moments,  the 
present  year  with  all  past  years  ;  the  sum  which  we  indicate 
by  the  number  1738  ?  The  answer  of  common  sense  of  course 
will  be  that,  though  the  feeling  of  one  moment  is  really  past 
before  that  of  another  begins,  yet  thought  retains  the  former, 
and  combining  it  with  the  latter,  gets  the  idea  of  time  both 
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as  a  relation  and  as  a  satn.  Such  an  answer,  however,  im- 
plies that  the  retaining  and  combining  thought  is  other 
than  the  succession  of  the  feelings,  and  while  it  takes  this 
succession  to  be  the  reality,  imports  into  it  that  determinar 
tion  by  the  relations  of  past  and  present  which  it  can  only 
derive  from  the  retaining  and  combining  thought  opposed  to 
it.  It  is  thus  both  inconsistent  with  Hume's  doctrine, 
which  allows  no  such  distinction  between  thought,  i.e.  the 
succession  of  ideas,  and  the  succession  of  impressions,  and 
inconsistent  with  itself.  Yet  Hume  by  disguising  both  in- 
consistencies contrives  to  avail  himself  of  it.  By  tacitly 
assuming  that  a  conception  of  ^  the  manner  in  which  impres- 
sions appear  to  the  mind '  is  given  in  and  with  the  occurrence 
of  the  impressions,  he  imports  the  consciousness  of  time, 
both  as  relation  and  as  numerable  quantity,  into  the  sequence 
of  impressions.  He  thus  gains  the  advantage  of  being  able 
to  speak  of  this  sequence  indifferently  under  predicates  which 
properly  exclude  each  other.  He  can  make  it  now  a  con- 
sciousness in  time,  now  a  consciousness  of  itself  as  in  time ; 
now  a  series  that  cannot  be  summed,  now  a  conception  of  the 
sum  of  the  series.  The  sequence  of  feelings,  then,  having 
been  so  dealt  with  as  to  make  it  appear  in  effect  that  time 
can  he  felt y  that  it  should  be  thought  of  can  involve  no  further 
diflSculty.  The  conception,  smuggled  into  sensitive  experi- 
ehce  as  an  ^  impression/  can  be  extracted  from  it  again  as 
*  idea,'  without  ostensible  departure  from  the  principle  that 
the  idea  is  only  the  weaker  impression. 

260.  *  The  idea  of  time  is  not  derived  from  a  particular 
impression  mixed  up  with  others  and  plainly  distinguishable 
from  them,  but  arises  altogether  from  the  manner  in  which 
impressions  appear  to  the  mind,  without  making  one  of  the 
number.  Five  notes  played  on  the  flute  give  us  the  impression 
and  idea  of  time,  though  time  be  not  a  sixth  impression 
which  presents  itself  to  the  hearing  or  any  other  of  the 
senses*  Nor  is  it  a  sixth  impression  which  the  mind  by 
reflection  finds  in  itself.  These  five  sounds,  making  their 
appearance  in  this  particular  manner,  excite  no  emotion  or 
affection  in  the  mind,  which  being  observed  by  it  can  give 
rise  to  a  new  idea.  For  that  is  necessary  to  produce  a  new 
idea  of  reflection;  nor  can  the  mind,  by  revolving  over  a 
thousand  times  all  its  ideas  of  sensation,  ever  extract  from 
them  any  new  original  idea,  unless  nature  has  so  framed  its 
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faculties  that  it  feels  some  new  original  impression  arise 
from  such  a  contemplation.  But  here  it  only  takes  notice  of 
the  manner  in  which  the  different  sounds  make  their  appear- 
ance^ and  that  it  may  afterwards  consider  without  considering 
these  particular  sounds,  but  may  conjoin  it  with  any  other 
objects.  The  ideas  of  some  objects  it  certainly  must  have, 
nor  is  it  possible  for  it  without  these  ever  to  arrive  at  any 
conception  of  time ;  which,  since  it  appears  nob  as  any  pri- 
mary distinct  impression,  can  plainly  be  nothing  but  dif- 
ferent ideas  or  impressions  or  objects  disposed  in  a  certain 
manner,  i.e.  succeeding  each  other.'  * 

261.  In  this  passage  the  equivocation  between 'impression'  it  turns 
as  feelinff,  and  *  impression'  as  conception  of  the  manner  in  ^pon.eq^i- 
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which  feelings  occur,  is  less  successfully  disguised  than  is  the  between 
like  equivocation  in  the  account  of  extension — not  indeed  from  fueling  and 
any  failure  in  Hume's  power  of  statement,  but  from  the  of  reia-^^*^ 
nature  of  the  case.  In  truth  the  mere  reproduction  of  impres-  tiona  be- 
sions  can  as  little  account  for  the  one  conception  as  for  the  thk^/ 
other.  Just  as,  in  order  to  account  for  the  '  impression '  from 
which  the  abstract  idea  of  space  may  be  derived,  we  have 
to  suppose  first  that  the  feeling  of  colour,  through  being 
presented  by  the  self-conscious  subject  to  itself,  becomes  a 
coloured  thing,  and  next,  that  this  thing  is  viewed  as  a 
whole  of  parts  limiting  each  other ;  so,  in  order  to  account 
for  the  '  impression '  from  which  the  idea  of  time  may  be 
abstracted,  we  have  to  suppose  the  presentation  of  the  suc- 
cession of  feelings  to  a  consciousness  not  in  succession,  and 
the  consequent  view  of  such  presented  succession  as  a  sum  of 
numerable  parts.  It  is  a  relation  only  possible  for  a  think- 
ing consciousness — a  relation,  in  Hume's  language,  not  de- 
pending on  the  nature  of  the  impressions  related — that  has 
in  each  case  to  be  introduced  into  experience  in  order  to  be 
extracted  from  it  again  by  *  consideration : '  but  there  is  this 
difference,  that  in  one  case  the  relation  is  not  really  between 
feelings  at  all,  but  between  things  or  parts  of  a  thing ;  while  in 
the  other  it  is  just  that  relation  between  feelings,  the  intro- 
duction of  which  excludes  the  possibility  that  any  feeling 
should  be  the  consciousness  of  the  relation.  Thus  to  speak 
of  a  feeling  of  extension  does  not  involve  so  direct  a  contra- 
diction as  to  speak  in  the  same  way  of  time.  The  reader 
gives  Hume  the  benefit  of  a  way  of  thinking  which  Hume's 
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own  theory  excludes.  Himself  distingoishing  between  feel- 
ing and  felt  thing,  and  regarding  extension  as  a  reLition 
between  parts  of  a  thing,  he  does  not  reflect  that  for  Hume 
there  is  no  such  distinction ;  that  a  '  feeling  of  extension ' 
means  that  feeling  is  extended,  which  again  means  that  it 
has  co-existent  parts ;  and  that  what  is  thus  said  of  feeling  as 
extended  is  incompatible  with  what  is  said  of  it  as  feeling. 
But  when  it  comes  to  a  *  feeling  of  time ' — a  feeling  of  the 
successiveness  of  all  feelings — the  incompatibility  between 
what  is  said  of  feeling  as  the  object  and  what  is  implied  of 
it  as  the  subject  is  less  easy  to  disguise.  In  like  manner 
because  we  cannot  really  think  of  extension  as  being  that 
which  yet  according  to  Hume  it  is,  it  does  not  strike  ns, 
when  he  speaks  of  it  as  coloured  or  of  colour  as  extended,  that 
he  is  making  one  feeling  a  quality  .of  another.  But  it 
would  be  otherwise  if  any  specific  feeling  were  taken  as  a 
quality  of  what  is  ostensibly  a  relation  between  all  feelings. 
There  is  thus  no  *  sensible  quality '  mth  which  time  can  be 
said  to  be  *  endowed,'  as  extension  with '  colour  and  solidity;* 
none  that  can  be  made  to  do  the  same  duty  in  regard  to  it 
as  these  do  in  regard  to  extension,  ^  giving  the  idea '  of  it 
without  actually  being  it. 
He  fails  to  262.  Hence,  as  the  passage  last  quoted  shows,  in  the  case 
frnprMsion  ^^  ^™^  *^^  alternative  between  ascribing  it  to  a  sixth  sense, 
or  com-  and  confessing  that  it  is  not  an  impression  at  aU,  is  very  hard 
mpri-^^  to  avoid.  It  would  seem  that  there  is  an  impression  of  *  the 
sions  from  manner  in  which  impressions  appear  to  the  mind,'  which  yet 
^^Umelr  ^  °^  *  distinct  impression.'  What,  then,  is  it  P  It  cannot  be 
copied.  any  one  of  the  impressions  of  sense,  for  then  it  would  be  a 
distinct  impression*.  It  cannot  be  a  '  compound  impression,* 
for  such  composition  is  incompatible  with  that  successiveness 
of  all  feelings  to  each  other  which  is  the  object  of  the  sup- 
posed impression.  It  cannot  be  any  ^  new  original  impression  * 
arising  from  the  contemplation  of  other  impressions,  for  then, 
according  to  Hume,  it  would  be  ^  an  affection  or  emotion.* 
But  after  the  exclusion  of  impressions  of  sense,  compound 
impressions,  and  impressions  of  reflection,  Hume's  inventory 
of  the  possible  sources  of  ideas  is  exhausted.  To  have  been 
consistent,  he  ought  to  have  dealt  with  the  relation  of  time 
as  he  afterwards  does  with  that  of  cause  and  effect,  and,  in 
default  of  an  impression  from  which  it  could  be  derived,  have 
reduced  it  to  a  figure  of  speech.     But  since  the  possibility 
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of  accounting  for  the  propensities  to  feign,  which  our  lan- 
guage about  cause  and  effect  according  to  him  represents, 
required  the  consciousness  of  relation  in  time,  this  course 
could  not  be  taken.  Accordingly  after  the  possibility  of  time 
being  an  impression  has  been  excluded  as  plainly  as  it  can 
be  by  anything  short  of  a  direct  negation,  by  a  device  singu- 
larly naif  it  is  made  to  appear  as  an  impression  after  all. 
On  being  told  that  the  consciousness  of  time  is  not  a  ^  new 
original  impression  of  reflection,^  since  in  that  case  it  would 
be  an  emotion  or  affection,  but  ^  only  the  notice  which  the 
mind  takes  of  the  manner  in  which  impressions  appear  to  it,' 
the  reader  must  be  supposed  to  forget  the  previous  admission 
that  it  is  no  distinct  impression  at  all,  and  to  interpret  this 
^notice  which  the  mind  takes,'  because  it  is  not  an  im- 
pression of  reflection,  as  an  impression  of  sense.  To  make 
such  interpretation  easier,  the  account  given  of  time  earlier 
in  the  paragraph  quoted  is  judiciously  alt-ered  at  its  close,  so 
that  instead  of  having  to  ascribe  to  feeling  a  consciousness 
of  ^  the  manner  in  which  impressions  appear  to  the  mind,' 
we  have  only  to  ascribe  to  it  the  impressions  so  appearing. 
But  this  alteration  admitted,  what  becomes  of  the  ^  abstract- 
ness '  of  the  idea  of  time,  i.e.  of  the  possibility  of  its  being 

*  conjoined  with  any  objects'  indifferently?  It  is  the  essential 
condition  of  such  indifferent  conjunction,  as  Hume  puts  it, 
that  time  should  be  only  the  manner  of  appearance  as  dis- 
tinct from  the  impressions  themselves.  If  time  is  the  im- 
pressions, it  must  have  the  specific  sensuous  character  which 
belongs  to  these.  It  must  be  a  multitude  of  sounds,  a  multi- 
tude of  tastes,  a  multitude  of  smells — these  one  after  the 
other  in  endless  series.  How  then  can  such  a  series  of  im- 
pressions become  such  an  idea,  i.e.  so  grow  fainter  as  to  be 

*  conjoined '  indifferently  *  with  any  impressions  whatever '  ? 

263.  The  case  then  between  Hume  and  the  conceptions  How  can 
which  the  exact  sciences  presuppose,  as  we  have  so  far  ex-  ^«  adjust 
amined  it,  stands  thus.     Of  the  idea  of  quantity,  as  such,  he  sciences  to 
gives  no  account  whatever.     We  are  told,  indeed,  that  there  ^^^  theory 
are  'unites  which  can  exist  alone,'  i.e.  can  be  felt  separately,  ^d^e? 
and  which  are  indivisible ;   but  how  such  unites,  being  sepa- 
rate impressions,  can  form  a  sum  or  number,  or  what  mean* 
ing  a  unite  can  have  except  as  one  of  a  number — how  again 
a  sum  formed  of  separate  unites  can  be  a  continuous  whole  or 
magnitude — we  are  not  told  at  all.    Of  the  ideas  of  space 
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and  time  we  do  find  an  acconnt.  They  are  said  to  be  given  in 
impressions,  but,  to  justify  this  account  of  them,  each  im- 
pression has  to  be  taken  to  be  at  the  same  time  a  con- 
sciousness of  the  manner  of  its  own  existence,  as  determined 
by  relation  to  other  impressions  not  felt  along  with  it  and  as 
interpreted  in  a  way  that  presupposes  the  unexplained  idea 
of  quantity.  With  this  supposed  origin  of  the  ideas  the 
sciences  resting  on  them  have  to  be  adjusted.  They  may 
take  the  relations  of  number  and  magnitude,  time  and  space, 
for  granted,  as  *  qualities  of  perceptions,'  and  no  question  will 
be  asked  as  to  how  the  perceptions  come  to  assume  qualities 
confessed  to  be  ^  independent  of  their  own  nature.'  It  is  only 
when  they  treat  them  in  a  way  incompatible  not  merely  with 
their  being  feelings — that  must  always  be  the  case — but  with 
their  being  relations  between  felt  things,  that  they  are  sup- 
posed to  cross  the  line  which  separates  experimental  know- 
ledge from  metaphysical  jargon.  So  long  then  as  space  is 
considered  merely  as  the  relation  of  externality  between  ob- 
jects of  the  *  outer,'  time  as  that  of  succession  between  ob- 
jects of  the  *  inner,'  sense — in  other  words,  so  long  as  they 
remain  what  they  are  to  the  earliest  self-consciousness  and 
do  not  become  the  subject  matter  of  any  science  of  quantity — 
if  we  sink  the  diflference  between  feelings  and  relations  of 
felt  things,  and  ask  no  questions  about  the  origin  of  the  dis- 
tinction between  outer  and  inner  sense,  they  may  be  taken 
as  data  of  sensitive  experience.  It  is  otherwise  when  they 
are  treated  as  quantities,  and  it  is  their  susceptibility  of  being 
so  treated  that,  rightly  understood,  brings  out  their  true 
character  as  the  intelligible  element  in  sensitive  experience. 
But  Hume  contrives  at  once  to  treat  them  as  quantities, 
thus  seeming  to  give  the  exact  sciences  their  due,  and  yet  to 
appeal  to  their  supposed  origin  in  sense  as  evidence  of  their 
not  having  properties  which,  if  they  are  quantities,  they  cer- 
tainly must  have.  Having  thus  seemingly  disposed  of  the 
purely  intelligible  character  of  quantity  in  its  application  to 
space  and  time,  he  can  more  safely  ignore  what  he  could  not 
so  plausibly  dispose  of — its  pure  intelligibility  as  number. 
In  order  264.  The  Condition  of  such  a  method  being  acquiesced  in 

to  seem  to  ig^  that  quantity  in  all  its  forms  should  be  found  reducible  to 
rmist'get  tiltimate  unites  or  indivisible  parts  in  the  shape  of  separate 
rid  of  *ln-  impressions.  Should  it  be  found  so,  the  whole  question 
^wiity*^    indeed,  how  ideas  of  relation  are  possible  for  a  merely  feeling 
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consciousness,  would  stiU  remain,  but  mathematics  would 
stand  on  the  same  footing  with  the  experimental  sciences,  as 
a  science  of  relations  between  impressions.  Upon  this  redu- 
cibility,  then,  we  find  Hume  constantly  insisting.  In  regard 
to  number  indeed  he  could  not  ignore  the  fact  that  the 
science  which  deals  with  it  recognizes  no  ultimate  unite,  but 
only  such  a  one  as  ^  is  itself  a  true  number.'  But  he  passes 
lightly  over  this  difficulty  with  the  remark  that  the  divisible 
unite  of  actual  arithmetic  is  a  *  fictitious  denomination  * — 
leaving  his  reader  to  guess  how  the  fiction  can  be  possible  if 
the  real  unite  is  a  separate  indivisible  impression — and  pro- 
ceeds with  the  more  hopeful  task  of  resolving  space  into  such 
impressions.  He  is  well  aware  that  the  constitution  of  space 
by  impressions  and  its  constitution  by  indivisible  parts  stand 
or  fall  together.  If  space  is  a  compound  impression,  it  is 
made  up  of  indivisible  parts,  for  there  is  a  *  minimum  visibile ' 
and  by  consequence  a  minimum  of  imagination ;  and  con- 
versely, if  its  pai'ts  are  indivisible,  they  can  be  nothing  but 
impressions ;  for,  being  indivisible,  they  cannot  be  extended, 
and,  not  being  extended,  they  must  be  either  simple  impres- 
sions or  nothing.  With  that  instinct  of  literary  strategy 
which  never  fails  him,  Hume  feels  that  the  case  against 
infinite  divisibility,  from  its  apparent  implication  of  an  in- 
finite capacity  in  the  mind,  is  more  effective  than  that  in 
favour  of  space  being  a  compound  impression,  and  accordingly 
puts  that  to  the  front  in  the  Second  Part  of  the  Treatise, 
in  order,  having  found  credit  for  establishing  it,  to  argue 
back  to  the  constitution  of  space  by  impressions.  In  fact, 
however,  it  is  on  the  supposed  composition  of  all  quantity 
from  separate  impressions  that  his  argument  against  its 
infinite  divisibility  rests. 

265.  The  essence  of  his  doctrine  is  contained  in  the  fol-  Quantity 
lowing  passages  :  *  'Tis  certain  that  the  imagination  reaches  ™n^®  ^v 
a  mimmumf  and  may  raise  up  to  itself  an  idea,  of  which  it  gioM,  and 
cannot  conceive  any  subdivision,  and  which  cannot  be  dimi-  there  must 
nished  without  a  total  annihilation.     When  you  tell  me  of  possibie^^ 
the  thousandth  and  ten  thousandth  part  of  a  grain  of  sand,  I  impres- 
have  a  distinct  idea  of  these  numbers  and  of  their  several  ®^^°' 
proportions,  but  the  images  which  I  form  in  my  mind  to 
represent  the  things  themselves  are  nothing  different  from 
each  other  nor  inferior  to  that  image  by  which  I  represent 
the  grain  of  sand  itself,  which   is   supposed   so  vastly  to 
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exceed  them.     What  consists  of  parts  is  disting^aisliable  int<  j 
them,  and  what  is  distinguishable  is  separable.     But  ^irha^t 
ever  we  may  imagine  of  the  thing,  the  idea  of  a  grain    o  ! 
sand  is  not  distinguishable  nor  separable  into  twentj^  noLueli 
less  into  a  thousand,  ten  thousand,  or  an  infinite  number*  oil 
different  ideas.     'Tis  the  same  case  with  the  impressions    oil 
the  senses  as  with  the  ideas  of  the  imagination.     Put  a  spot 
of  ink  upon  paper,  fix  your  eye  upon  that  spot,  and  retire    to 
such  a  distance  that  at  last  you  lose  sight  of  it;  'tis  p1o.iix 
that  the  moment  before  it  vanished  the  image  or  impression 
was  perfectly  indivisible.     *Tis  not  for  want  of  rays  of  lig-ht 
striking  on  our  eyes  that  the  minute  parts  of  distant  bodies 
convey  not  any  sensible  impression;  but  because  they  are 
removed  beyond  that  distance  at  which  their  impressions 
were  reduced  to  a  mirwmumy  and  were  incapable  of  sLrty 
further    diminution.     A    microscope    or    telescope,  ^hicli 
renders  them  visible,  produces  not  any  new  rays  of  light,  but 
only  spreads  those  which  always  flowed  from  them ;  and  by 
that  means  both  gives  parts  to  impressions,  which  to  the 
naked  eye  appear  simple  and  uncompounded,  and  advances  to 
a  minimum  what  was  formerly  imperceptible.' '      (Part  ir, 

§  1-) 
^m?tted         ^^^'  ^^  ^^^^  passage  it  will  be  seen  that  Hume  virtnallj 
that  there    yields  the  point  as  regards  number.     When  he  is  told  of  the 
18  an  idea    thousandth  or  ten  thousandth  part  of  a  grain  of  sand  he  has 
not  made     ^  a  distinct  idea  of  these  numbers  and  of  their  different  pro- 
upofim-     portions,'   though  to  this  idea  no  distinct  'image*   cor- 
presBions.    ^^gp^^jg  ,  ^  other  words,  though  the  idea  is  not  a  copy  of 
any  impression.     It  is  of  such  parts  as  pa/rts  of  the  grain  of 
sand — as  parts  of  a  *  compound  impression  ' — ^that  he  can  form 
no  idea,  and  for  the  reason  given  in  the  sequel,  that  they  are 
less  than  any  possible  impression,  less  than  the  '  minimum 
visibile.'     This,  it  would  seem,  is  a  fixed  quantity.     That 
which  is  the  least  possible  impression  once  is  so  always. 
Telescopes  and  microscopes  do  not  alter  it,  but  present  it 
tinder  conditions  under  which  it  could  not  be  presented  to 
the  naked  eye.    Their  effect,  according  to  Hume,  could  not 
be  to  render  that  visible  which  existed  unseen  before,  nor  to 
reveal  parts  in  that  which  previously  had,  though  it  seemed 
not  to  have,  them — that  would  imply  that  an  impression  was 
'  an  image  of  something  distinct  and  external ' — ^but  either  to 

»  P.  335. 
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present  a  simple  impression  of  sight  where  previously  there 
was  none  or  to  substitute  a  compound  impression  for  one 
that  was  simple.^     It  is  then  because  all  divisibility  is  sup- 
posed to  be  into  impressions,  i.e.  into  feelings,  and  because 
there  are  conditions  under  which  every  feeling  disappears, 
that  an  infinite  divisibility  is  pronounced  impossible.     But  A  fiuta 
the  question  is  whether  a  finite  divisibility  into  feelings  is  not  into^lnT- 
just  as  impossible  as  an  infinite  one.    Just  as  for  the  reasons  pressions 
stated  above'  a  *  compound  feeling'  is  impossible,  so  is  the  ?^^^" 
division  of  a  compound  into  feelings.     Undoubtedly  if  the  than  an  in« 

*  minimum  visibile '  were  a  feeling  it  would  not  be  divisible,  *"*'*  °"*- 
but  for  the  same  reason  it  would  not  be  a  quantity.  But  if 
it  is  not  a  quantity,  with  what  meaning  is  it  called  a  minimum, 
and  how  can  a  quantity  be  supposed  to  be  made  up  of  such 
^visibilia'  as  have  themselves  no  quantity?  In  truth  the 
'  TnipimiiTn  visibilc '  is  uot  a  feeling  at  all  but  a  felt  thing, 
conceived  under  attributes  of  quantity ;  in  particular,  as  the 
term  *  minimum '  implies,  under  a  relation  of  proportion  to 
other  quantities  of  which,  if  expressed  numerically,  Hume 
himself,  according  to  the  admission  above  noticed,  would  have 

to  confess  there  was  an  idea  which  was  an  image  of  no  im- 
pression. That  which  thought  thus  presents  to  itself  as  a 
thing  doubtless  has  been  a  feeling ;  but,  as  thus  presented,  it 
is  already  other  than  and  independent  of  feeling.  With  a 
step  backward  or  a  turn  of  the  head,  the  feeling  may  cease, 

*  the  spot  of  ink  may  vanish ;  *  but  the  thing  does  not  there- 
fore cease  to  be  a  tihing  or  to  have  quantity,  which  implies 
the  possibility  of  continuous  division. 

267.  It  is  thus  the  confusion  between  feeling  and  concep-  in  Hume's 
tion  that  is  at  the  bottom  of  the  difficulty  about  divisibili^.  in»*»°c«* 
Tor  a  consciousness    formed  merely  by  the  succession  of  really  a 
feeliners,  as  there  would  be  no  thing  at  all,  so  there  would  be  Reeling,  but 

— — .  a  conceived 

no  parts  of  a  thing — ^no  addibility  or  divisibility.    But  Hume  thing,  that 
is  forced  by  the  exigencies  of  his  theory  to  hold  together,  as  *PP^  *■ 
best  he  may,  the  reduction  of  all  consciousness  to  feeling  dhrisible. 
and  the  existence  for  it  of  divisible  objects.    The  conse- 
quence is  his   supposition  of  ^compound  impressions'  or 
feelings  having   parts,   divisible  into  separate  impressions 

'  It  will  be  noticed  that  in  the  last  telescope  or  microscope  as  representing 

sentence  of  the  passage  quoted,  Hume  something  other  than  itself,  which  pre* 

assumes  the   convenient   priTilege    of  viously  existed,  though  it  was  imper- 

'  speaking  with  the  vulgar,*  and  treats  ceptible. 

the  'minimum  visibile'  presented  by  <  See  above,  §§  241  &  246. 

VOL.  I.  ^ 
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but  divisible  no  further  when  these  separate  impressions 
have  been  reached.  We  find,  however,  that  in  all  the  in- 
stances he  gives  it  is  not  really  a  feeling  that  is  divided  into 
feelings,  but  a  thing  into  other  things.  It  is  the  heap  of 
sand,  for  instance,  that  is  divided  into  grains,  not  the  feeling 
which,  by  intellectual  interpretation,  represents  to  me  a 
heap  of  sand  that  is  divided  into  lesser  feelings.  I  may 
feel  the  heap  and  feel  the  grain,  but  it  is  not  a  feeling  that 
is  the  heap  nor  a  feeling  that  is  the  grain.  Hume  would 
not  offend  common  sense  by  saying  that  it  was  so,  but  his 
theory  really  required  that  he  should,  for  the  supposition 
that  the  grain  is  no  further  divisible  when  there  are  no 
separate  impressions  into  which  it  may  be  divided,  implies 
that  in  that  case  it  is  itself  a  separate  impression,  even  as  the 
heap  is  a  compound  one.  But  what  difference,  it  may  be 
asked,  does  it  make  to  say  that  the  heap  and  the  grain  a«re 
not  feelings,  but  things  conceived  of,  if  it  is  admitted,  as 
since  Berkeley  it  must  be,  that  the  thing  is  nothing  outside 
or  independent  of  consciousness  9  Do  we  not  by  such  a  state- 
ment merely  change  names  and  invite  the  question  how  a 
tliought  can  have  parts,  in  place  of  the  question  how  a 
feeling  can  have  them? 
Upon  true  268.  If  thought  were  no  more  than  Hume  takes  feeling  to 
notion  of  ]^^  ^jg  objection  would  be  valid.  But  if  by  thought  "we 
?^iiitB^  understand  the  self-conscious  principle  which,  present  to 
diviflibiUty  qJI  feelings,  forms  out  of  them  a  world  of  mutually  related 
courae!  °  objects,  permanent  with  its  own  permanence,  we  shall  also 
understand  that  the  relations  by  which  thought  qualifies  its 
object  are  not  qualities  of  itself — ^that,  in  thinking  of  its 
object  as  made  up  of  parts,  it  does  not  become  itself  a 
quantum.  We  shall  also  be  on  the  way  to  understand  how 
thought,  detaching  that  relation  of  simple  distinctness  by 
which  it  has  qualified  its  objects,  finds  before  it  a  multitude 
of  units  of  which  each,  as  combining  in  itself  distinctions 
from  all  the  other  units,  is  at  the  same  time  itself  a  multi- 
tude ;  in  other  words,  finds  a  quantum  of  which  each  part, 
being  the  same  in  kind  with  the  whole  and  all  other  parts, 
is  also  a  quantum ;  i.e.  which  is  infinitely  divisible.  When 
once  it  is  understood,  in  short,  that  quantity  is  simply  the 
most  elementary  of  the  relations  by  which  thought  consti- 
tutes the  real  world,  as  detached  from  this  world  and  pre- 
sented by  thought  to  itself  as  a  separate  object,  then  infijiite 
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divifiiibility  becomes  a  matter  of  course.  It  is  real  just  in  so 
far  as  quantity,  of  whicli  it  is  a  necessary  attribute^  is  real. 
K  quantity,  lliough  not  feeling,  is  yet  real,  that  its  parts 
should  not  be  feelings  can  be  nothing  against  their  reality. 
This  once  admitted,  the  objections  to  infinite  divisibility 
disappear;  but  so  likewise  does  that  mysterious  dignity 
supposed  to  attach  to  it,  or  to  its  correlative,  the  infinitely 
addible,  as  implying  an  infinite  capacity  in  the  mind.  From 
Hume's  point  of  View,  the  mind  being  ^  a  bundle  of  impres- 
sions ' — though  how  impressions,  being  successive,  should  form 
a  bundle  is  not  explained — its  capacity  must  mean  the  number 
of  its  impressions,  and,  all  divisibility  being  into  impressions, 
it  follows  that  infinite  divisibility  means  an  infinite  capacity 
in  the  mind.  This  notion  however  arises,  as  we  have 
shown,  from  a  confusion  between  a  felt  division  of  an  im- 
possible '  compound  feeling,'  and  that  conceived  divisibility 
of  an  object  which  coDstitutes  but  a  single  attribute  of  the 
object  and  represents  a  single  relation  of  the  mind  towards 
it.  There  may  be  a  sense  in  which  all  conception  im- 
plies infinity  in  the  conceiving  mind,  but  so  far  from  this 
doing  so  in  any  special  way,  it  arises,  as  we  have  seen,  from 
the  presentation  of  objects  under  that  very  condition  of 
endless,  unremoved,  distinction  which  constitutes  the  true 
limitation  of  our  thought. 

269.  When,  as  with  Hume,  it  is  only  in  its  application  to  What  are 
space  and  time  that  the  question  of  infinite  divisibility  is  ^l^^''*^**- 
treated,  its  true  nature  is  more  easily  disguised,  for  the  mentsof 
reason  already  indicated,  that  space  and  time  are  not  neces-  o«t«n«»on  ? 
sarily  considered  as  quanta.    When  Hume,  indeed,  speaks  tended, 
of  space  as  a  *  composition  of  parts '  or  '  made  up  of  points,'  what  are 
he  is  of  course  treating  it  as  a  quantum ;  but  we  shall  find     ^^ 
that  in  seeking  to  avoid  the  necessary  consequence  of  its 
being  a  quantum — the  consequence,  namely,  that  it  is  in- 
finitely divisible — ^he  can  take  advantage  of  tlie  possibility  of 
treating  it  as  the  simple,  unquantified,  relation  of  externaUty. 
We  have  already  spoken  of  the  dexterity  with  which,  having 
shown  that  all  divisibility,  because  into  impressions,  is  into 
simple  parts,  he  turns  this  into  an  argument  in  favour  of  the 
composition  of  space  by  impressions.    '  Our  idea  of  space  is 
compounded  of  parts  which  are  indivisible.'     Let  us  take 
one  of  these  parts,  then,  and  ask  what  sort  of  idea  it  is :  ^  let  us 
form  a  judgment  of  its  nature  and  qualities.'    ^'Tis  plain  it 
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is  not  an  idea  of  extension :  for  the  idea  of  extension  con^ 
gists  of  parts ;  and  this  idea,  according  to  the  supposition, 
is  perfectly  simple  and  indivisible.  Is  it  therefore  nothing  ? 
That  is  impossible/  for  it  would  imply  that  a  real  idea  was 
composed  of  nonentities.  The  way  out  of  the  difficulty  is 
to  *  endow  the  simple  parts  with  colour  and  solidity.'  In 
words  already  quoted,  *that  compound  impression,  which, 
represents  extension,  consists  of  several  lesser  impressions, 
that  are  indivisible  to  the  eye  or  feeling,  and  may  be  called 
impressions  of  atoms  or  corpuscles  endowed  with  colour  and 
solidity.'     (Part  11.  §  3,  near  the  end.) 

270.  It  is  very  plain  that  in  this  passage  Hume  is  riding 
two  horses  at  once.  He  is  trying  so  to  combine  the  notion 
of  the  constitution  of  space  by  impressions  with  that  of  its 
constitution  by  points,  as  to  disguise  the  real  meaning  of 
each.  In  what  lies  the  diflference  between  the  feelings  of 
colour,  of  which  we  have  shown  that  they  cannot  without 
contradiction  be  supposed  to  '  make  up  extension,'  and 
'  coloured  points  or  corpuscles '  ?  Unless  the  points,  as 
points,  mean  something,  the  substitution  of  coloured  points 
for  colours  means  nothing.  But  according  to  Hume  the 
point  is  nothing  except  as  an  impression  of  sight  or  touch. 
If  then  we  refuse  his  words  the  benefit  of  an  interpretation 
which  his  doctrine  excludes,  we  find  that  there  remains 
simply  the  impossible  supposition  that  space  consists  of 
feelings.  This  result  cannot  be  avoided,  unless  in  speaking 
of  space  as  comi)osed  of  points,  we  understand  by  the  point 
that  which  is  definitely  other  than  an  impression.  Thus 
the  question  which  Hume  puts — If  extension  is  made  up  of 
parts,  and  these,  being  indivisible,  are  unextended,  what  are 
they  ? — really  remains  untouched  by  his  ostensible  answer. 
Such  a  question  indeed  to  a  philosophy  like  Locke's,  which, 
ignoring  the  constitution  of  reality  by  relations,  supposed  real 
things  to  be  first  found  and  then  relations  to  be  superinduced 
by  the  mind — much  more  to  one  like  Hume's,  which  left  no 
mind  to  superinduce  them — ^was  necessarily  unanswerable. 

271.  In  truth,  extension  is  the  relation  of  mutual  exter- 
nality. The  constituents  of  this  relation  have  not,  as  such, 
any  nature  but  what  is  given  by  the  relation.  If  in  Hume's 
language  we  *  separate  each  from  the  others  and,  considering 
it  apart,  from  a  judgment  of  its  nature  and  qualities,'  by  the 
very  way  we  put  the  problem  we  render  it  insoluble  or,  more 
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properly,  destroy  it ;  for,  thus  separated,  they  have  no  nature. 
It  is  this  that  we  express  by  the  proposition  which  would 
otherwise  be  tautological,  that  extension  is  a  relation  between 
extended  points.  The  *  points '  are  the  simplest  expression 
for  those  coefficients  to  the  relation  of  mutual  externality, 
which,  as  determined  by  that  relation  and  no  otherwise,  have 
themselves  the  attribute  of  being  extended  and  that  only. 
If  it  is  asked  whether  the  points,  being  extended,  are  there- 
fore divisible,  the  answer  must  be  twofold.  Separately  they 
are  not  divisible,  for  separately  they  are  nothing.  Whether, 
as  determined  by  mutual  relation,  they  are  divisible  or  no, 
depends  on  whether  they  are  treated  as  forming  a  quantum 
or  no.  If  they  are  not  so  treated,  we  cannot  with  propriety 
pronounce  them  to  be  either  further  divisible  or  not  so,  for 
the  question  of  divisibility  has  no  application  to  them.  But 
being  perfectly  homogeneous  with  each  other  and  with  that 
which  together  they  constitute,  they  are  susceptible  of  being 
so  treated,  and  are  so  treated  when,  with  Hume  in  the  passage 
before  us,  we  speak  of  them  as  the  parts  of  which  extended 
matter  consists.  Thus  considered  as  parts  of  a  quantum  and 
therefore  themselves  quanta,  the  infinite  divisibility  which 
belongs  to  all  quantity  belongs  also  to  them. 

272.  In  this  lies  the  answers  to  the  most  really  cogent  *  If  the 
argument  which  Hume  oflFers  against  infinite  divisibility*  S^^g'j^Ye^"' 
'  A  surface  terminates  a  solid ;   a  line  terminates  a  surface ;  it  would 
a  point  terminates  a  line ;  but  I  assert  that  if  the  ideas  of  a  ^.  °<>>r- 
point,  line,  or  surface  were  not  indivisible,  'tis  impossible  we  of  a  line.' 
should  ever  conceive  these  terminations.    For  let  these  ideas  Answer  to 
be  supposed  infinitely  divisible,  and  then  let  the  fancy  en- 
deavour to  fix  itself  on  the  idea  of  the  last  surface,  line,  or 
point,  it  immediately  finds  this  idea  to  break  into  parts ;  and 
upon  its  seizing  the  last  of  these  parts  it  loses  its  hold  by  a 
new  division,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum,  without  any  possibility 
of  its  arriving  at  a  concluding  idea.*  *     If '  point,'  *  line,'  or 
*  surface'  were  really  names  for '  ideas '  either  in  Hume's  sense, 
as  feelings  grown  fainter,  or  in  Locke's,  as  definite  imprints 
made  by  outward  things,  this  passage  would  be  perplexing. 
In  truth  they  represent  objects  determined  by  certain  con- 
ceived relations,  and  the  relation  under  which  the  object  is 
considered  may  vary  without  a  corresponding  variation  in 
the  name.     When  a  *  point'  is  considered  simply  as  the 
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<  termination  of  a  line/  it  is  not  considered  as  a  quantum. 
It  represents  the  abstraction  of  the  relation  of  externality,  as 
existing  between  two  lines.  It  is  these  lines,  not  the  point, 
that  in  this  case  are  the  constituents  of  the  relation,  and 
thus  it  is  thej  alone  that  are  for  the  time  considered  as  ex- 
tended, therefore  as  quanta,  therefore  as  divisible.  So  when 
the  line  in  turn  is  considered  as  the  ^  termination  of  a  sur- 
face.' It  then  represents  the  relation  of  externality  as  between 
iu/rfaeesy  and  for  the  time  it  is  the  surfaces,  not  the  line,  that 
are  considered  to  have  extension  and  its  consequences.  The 
same  applies  to  the  view  of  a  surface  as  the  termination  of  a 
solid.  Just  as  the  line,  though  not  a  quantum  when  con- 
sidered simply  as  a  relation  between  surfaces,  becomes  so  when 
considered  in  relation  to  another  line,  so  the  point,  though  it 
'  has  no  magnitude '  when  considered  as  the  termination  of 
a  line,  jet  acquires  parts,  or  becomes  divisible,  so  soon  as  it 
is  considered  in  relation  to  other  points  as  a  constituent  of 
extended  matter;  and  it  is  thus  that  Hume  considers  it, 
itcosv  j)  axiovy  when  he  talks  of  extension  as  'made  up  of 
coloured  points.' 

278.  It  is  the  necessity  then,  according  to  his  theory,  of 
making  space  an  impression  that  throughout  underlies 
Hume's  argument  against  its  infinite  divisibility ;  and,  as  we 
have  seen,  the  same  theory  which  excludes  its  infinite  divisi- 
ooidiBg  t4>  bility  logically  extinguishes  it  as  a  quantity,  divisible  and 
Hume?  measurable,  altogether.  He  of  course  does  not  recognize  this 
consequence.  He  is  obliged  indeed  to  admit  that  in  regard 
to  the  proportions  of  '  greater,  equal  and  less,'  and  the  rela- 
tions of  different  parts  of  space  to  each  other,  no  judgments 
of  universality  or  exactness  are  possible.  We  may  judge  of 
them,  however,  he  holds,  with  various  approximations  to 
exactness,  whereas  upon  the  supposition  of  infinite  divisibility, 
as  he  ingeniously  makes  out,  we  could  not  judge  of  them  at 
all.  He  '  asks  the  mathematicians,  what  they  mean  when 
they  say  that  one  line  or  surface  is  equal  to,  or  greater  or 
less  than,  another.'  If  they  *  maintain  the  composition  of 
extension  by  indivisible  points,'  their  answer,  he  supposes, 
will  be  that '  lines  or  sur&ces  are  equal  when  the  numbers  of 
points  in  each  are  equal.'  This  answer  he  reckons  'just,' 
but  the  standard  of  equality  given  is  entirely  useless.  'For 
as  the  points  which  enter  into  the  composition  of  any  line  or 
surface  whether  nerceived  bv  the  sight  or  touch,  are  so 
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minute  and  so  confounded  with  each  other  that  ^tis  utterly 
impossible  tor  the  mind  to  compute  their  number,  such  a 
computation  wUl  never  afford  us  a  standard  bj  which  we 
may  judge  of  proportions.'  The  opposite  sect  of  mathema- 
ticians, however,  ai*e  in  worse  case,  having  no  standard  of 
equality  whatever  to  assign.  ^  For  since,  according  to  their 
hypothesis,  the  least  as  well  as  greatest  figures  contain  an 
infinite  number  of  parts,  and  since  infinite  numbers,  properly 
speaking,  can  neither  be  equal  nor  unequal  with  respect  to 
each  other,  the  equality  or  inequality  of  any  portion  of  space 
can  never  depend  on  any  proportion  in  the  number  of  their 
parts.'  His  own  doctrine  is  '  that  the  only  useful  notion  of 
equality  or  inequality  is  derived  from  the  whole  united 
appearance,  and  the  comparison  of,  particular  objects.'  The 
judgments  thus  derived  are  in  many  cases  certain  and  in- 
fallible. 'When  the  measure  of  a  yard  and  that  of  a  foot  are 
presented,  the  mind  can  no  more  question  that  the  first  is 
longer  than  the  second  than  it  can  doubt  of  those  principles 
which  are  most  clear  and  self-evident.'  Such  judgments, 
however,  though  '  sometimes  infallible,  are  not  always  so.' 
Upon  a  *  review  and  reflection '  we  often  *  pronounce  those 
objects  equal  which  at  first  we  esteemed  unequal,'  and  vice 
versd.  Often  also  '  we  discover  our  error  by  a  juxtaposition 
of  the  objects ;  or,  where  that  is  impracticable,  by  the  use  of 
some  common  and  invariable  measure  which,  being  succes- 
sively applied  to  each,  informs  us  of  their  different  propor- 
tions. And  even  this  correction  is  susceptible  of  a  new 
correction,  and  of  different  degrees  of  exactness,  according  to 
the  nature  of  the  instrument  by  which  we  measure  the 
bodies,  and  the  care  which  we  employ  in  the  comparison.' 
(Pp.  361-58.) 

274.  Such  indefinite  approach  to   exactness  is  all  that  Theimi- 
Hume  can  allow  to  the  mathematician.  But  it  is  undoubtedly  ^®^  P^" 

''    positions 

another  and  an  absolute  sort  of  exactness  that  the  mathema-  of  geo- 

tician  himself  supposes  when  he  pronounces  all  right  angles  ^^ 

equal.     Such  perfect  equality  *  beyond  what  we  have  instru-  true  orun- 

ments  and  art'  to  ascertain,  Hume  boldly  calls  a  'mere  m«»ing. 
fiction  of  the  mind,  useless  as  well  as  incomprehensible.' ' 
Thus  when  the  mathematician  talks  of   certain  angles  as 
always  equal,  of  certain  lines  as  never  meeting,  he  is  either 
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making  statemeBts  that  are  untrue  or  speaking  of  nonenti- 
ties. If  his  '  lines  '  and  '  angles '  mean  ideas  that  we  can 
possibly  have,  his  universal  propositions  are  untrue ;  if  they 
do  not,  according  to  Hume  they  can  mean  nothing.  He 
says,  for  instance,  that '  two  right  lines  cannot  have  a  com- 
mon segment ; '  but  of  such  ideas  of  right  lines  as  we  can 
possibly  have  this  is  only  true  '  where  the  right  linos  incline 
upon  each  other  with  a  sensible  angle.' ^  It  is  not  true 
when  they  ^  approach  at  the  rate  of  an  inch  in  20  leagues.' 
According  to  the  ^  original  standard  of  a  right  line,'  which  is 
*  nothing  but  a  certain  general  appearance,  'tis  evident  right 
lines  may  be  made  to  concur  with  each  other.'*  Any  other 
standard  is  a  '  useless  and  incomprehensible  fiction.'  Strictly 
speaking,  accoi'ding  to  Hume,  we  have  it  not,  but  only  a 
tendency  to  suppose  that  we  have  it  arising  from  the  pro- 
gressive correction  of  our  actual  measurements.' 
Distinc-  275.  Now  it  is  obvious  that  what  Hume  accounts  for  by 

tween^"      Kieans  of  this  tendency  to  feign,  even  if  the  tendency  did  not 
Hume*8       presuppose  conditions  incompatible  with  his  theory,  is  not 
and  that  of  i^^^^^™^^^^^  scicuce  as  it  exists.    It  has  even  less  appear- 
the  hypo-    ance  of  being  so  than  (to  anticipate)  has  that  which  is  ac- 
theticai       counted  for  by  those  propensities  to  feign,  which  he  sub- 
mathe-        stitutos  for  the  ideas  of   cause  and  substance,  of  being 
maticB.       natural  science  as  it  exists.    In  the  latter  case,  when  the 
idea  of  necessary  connexion  has  been  disposed  of,  an  im- 
pression of  reflection  can  with  some  plausibility  be  made  to 
do  duty  instead ;  but  there  is  no  impression  of  reflection  in 
Hume's  sense  of  the  word,  no  *  propensity,'  that  can  be  the 
subject  of  mathematical  reasoning.     He  speaks,  indeed,  of 
our  supposing  some  imaginaiy  standard — of  our  having  *  an 
obscure  and  implicit  notion  ' — of  perfect  equality,  but  such 
language  is  only  a  way  of  saving  appearances ;  for  according 
to  him,  a  '  supposition '  or  *  notion '  which  is  neither   im- 
pression nor  idea,  cannot  be  anything.     A  hasty  reader, 
catching  at  the  term  '  supposition,'  may  find  his  statement 
plausiblewith  all  the  plausibilityof  the  modern  doctrine, which 
accounts  for  the  universality  and  exactness  of  mathematical 
truths  as  *  hypothetical ' — the  doctrine  that  we  suppose  figures 
exactly  corresponding  to  our   definitions,  though  such  do 

'  Cf.  Aristotle,  Metajyh,  998  a,  on  a       tagoras. 
corresponding  view   ascribed    to   Pro-  =»  P.  356.  '  P.  364, 
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not  really  exist.  With  those  who  take  this  view,  however, 
it  is  always  understood  that  the  definitions  represent  ideas, 
though  not  ideas  to  which  real  objects  can  be  found  exactly 
answering.  Perhaps,  if  pressed  about  their  distinction 
between  idea  and  reality,  they  might  find  it  hard  consist- 
ently to  maintain  it,  but  it  is  by  this  practically  that  they 
keep  their  theory  afloat.  Hume  can  admit  no  such  dis- 
tinction. The  real  with  him  is  the  impression,  and  the  idea 
the  fainter  impression.  There  can  be  no  idea  of  a  straight  line, 
a  curve,  a  circle,  a  right  angle,  a  plane,  other  than  the  impres- 
sion, other  than  the  ^  appearance  to  the  eye,'  and  there  are 
no  appearances  exactly  answering  to  the  mathematical  defini- 
tions. If  they  do  not  exactly  answer,  they  might  as  well  for  the 
purposes  of  mathematical  demonstration  not  answer  at  all. 
The  Greometrician,  having  found  that  the  angles  at  the  base 
of  this  isosceles  triangle  are  equal  to  each  other,  at  once 
takes  the  equality  to  be  true  of  all  isosceles  triangles,  as 
being  exactly  like  the  original  one,  and  on  the  strength  of 
this  establishes  many  other  propositions.  But,  according  to 
Hume,  no  idea  that  we  could  have  would  be  one  of  which 
the  sides  were  precisely  equals  The  Fifth  Proposition  of 
Euclid  then  is  not  precisely  true  of  the  particular  idea  that 
we  have  before  us  when  we  follow  the  demonstration.  Much 
less  can  it  be  true  of  the  ideas,  t.e.  the  several  appearances 
of  colour,  indefinitely  varying  from  this,  which  we  have 
before  us  when  we  foUow  the  other  demonstrations  in  which 
the  equality  of  the  angles  at  the  base  of  an  isosceles  is  taken 
for  granted. 

276.  Here,  as  elsewhere,  what  we  have  to  lament  is  not  The  ad- 
that  Hume  ^pushed  his  doctrine  too  far,'  so  far  as  to  exclude  ^}^f^^ 
ideas   of   those    exact    proportions    in    space  with  which  relations  of 
geometry  purports  to  deal,  but  that  he  did  not  carry  it  far  q«*n^Jty 
enough  to  see  that  it  excluded  all  ideas  of  quantitative  sense  re- 
relations  whatever.      He  thus  pays    the  penalty  for  his  raove«<i»^- 
equivocation  between  a  feeling  of  colour  and  a  disposition  to  general 
of  coloured  points.     Even  alongside  of  his  admission  that  proposi- 
*  relations  of  space  and  time'  are  independent  of  the  nature  Siem*   ^ 
of  the  ideas  so  related,  which  amounts  to  the   admission 
that  of  space  and  time  there  are  no  ideas  at  all  in  his  sense 
of  the  word,  he  allows  himself  to  treat  'proportions  between 
spaces  '  as  depending  entirely  on  our  ideas  of  the  spaces — 
depending  on  ideas  which  in  the  context  he  by  implication 
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admits  that  we  liave  not.^  If,  instead  of  thus  equivocating, 
lie  had  asked  himself  how  sensations  of  colour  and  touch 
could  be  added  or  divided,  how  one  could  serve  as  a  measure 
of  the  size  of  another,  he  might  have  seen  that  only  in 
virtue  of  that  in  the  ^  general  appearance '  of  objects  which, 
in  his  own  language,  is  '  independent  of  the  nature  of  the 
ideas  themselves ' — i.e.  which  does  not  belong  to  them  as  feel- 
ings, but  is  added  bj  the  comparing  and  combining  thought — 
are  the  proportions  of  greater,  less,  and  equal  predicable 
of  them  at  all ;  that  what  thought  1ms  thus  added,  viz.  limi- 
tation by  mutual  externality,  it  can  abstract ;  and  that  by 
such  abstraction  of  the  limit  it  obtains  those  several  ter- 
minations, as  Hume  well  calls  them  —  the  surface  ter- 
minating bodies,  the  line  terminating  sur&ces,  the  point 
terminating  lines — ^fipom  which  it  constructs  the  world  of 
pure  space :  that  thus  the  same  action  of  thought  in  sense, 
which  alone  renders  appearances  measurable,  gives  an 
object  matter  which,  because  the  pure  construction  of 
thought,  we  can  measure  exactly  and  with  the  certainty 
that  the  judgment  based  on  a  comparison  of  magnitudes  in 
a  single  case  is  true  of  all  possible  cases,  because  in  none  of 
these  can  any  other  conditions  be  present  than  those  which 
we  have  consciously  put  there. 
Hume  does  277,  To  have  arrived  at  this  conclusion  Hume  had  only 
SS?  this  to  extend  to  proportions  in  space  the  principle  upon  which 
in  regard  the  impossibility  of  sensualizing  arithmetic  compels  him  to 
hJ^'  ^®^^  Ynth  proportions  in  number.  *  We  are  possessed,'  he 
says, '  of  a  precise  standard  by  which  we  can  judge  of  the 
equality  and  proportion  of  numbers;  and  according  as 
they  correspond  or  not  to  that  standard  we  determine 
their  relations  without  any  possibility  of  error.  When  two 
numbers  are  so  combined,  as  that  the  one  has  always  an 
unite  answering  to  every  unite  of  the  other,  we  pronounce 
them  equal.'  *  Now  what  are  the  unites  here  spoken  of? 
K  they  were  those  single  impressions  which  he  elsewhere  ' 
seems  to  regard  as  alone  properly  unites,  the  point  of  the 
passage  would  be  gone,  for  combinations  of  such  unites 
could  at  any  rate  only  yield  those  *  general  appearances '  of 
whose  proportions  we  have  been  previously  told  there  can  be 
no  precise  standard.     They  can  be  no  other  than  those 
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unites  whicli,  not  being  impressions,  he  has  to  call '  fictitious 
denominations' — unites  which  are  nothing  except  in  relation 
to  each  other  and  of  which  each,  being  in  turn  divisible,  is 
itself  a  true  number.  We  can  easily  retort  upon  Hume, 
then,  when  he  argues  that  the  supposition  of  infinite  divisi- 
bility is  incompatible  with  any  comparison  of  quantities 
because  with  any  unite  of  measurement,  that,  according  to 
his  own  virtual  admission,  in  the  only  case  where  such  com- 
parison is.  exact  the  ultimate  unite  of  measurement  is  still 
itself  divisible ;  which,  indeed,  is  no  more  than  saying  that 
whatever  measures  quantity  must  itself  be  a  quantity,  and 
that  therefore  quantity  is  infinitely  divisible.  If  Hume, 
instead  of  slurring  over  this  characteristic  of  the  science 
of  number,  had  set  himself  to  explain  it,  he  would  have 
found  that  the  only  possible  explanation  of  it  was  one 
equally  applicable  to  the  science  of  space — that  what  is 
true  of  the  unite,  as  the  abstraction  of  distuictness,  is  true 
also  of  the  abstraction  of  externality.  As  the  unite,  be- 
cause constituted  by  relation  to  other  unites,  so  soon  as 
considered  breaks  into  multiplicity,  and  only  for  that  reason 
is  a  quantity  by  which  other  quantities  can  be  measured ; 
so  is  it  also  with  the  limit  in  whatever  form  abstracted, 
whether  as  point,  line,  or  surface.  K  the  fact  that  number 
can  have  no  least  part  since  each  part  is  itself  a  number  or 
nothing,  so  far  from  being  incompatible  with  the  finiteness 
of  number,  is  the  consequence  of  that  finiteness,  neither 
can  the  like  attribute  in  spaces  be  incompatible  with  their 
being  definite  magnitudes,  that  can  be  compared  with  and 
measured  by  each  other.  The  real  difference,  which  is  also 
the  rationale  of  Hume's  different  procedure  in  the  two  cases, 
is  that  the  conception  of  space  is  more  easily  confused  than 
that  of  number  with  the  feelings  to  which  it  is  applied,  and 
which  through  such  application  become  sensible  spaces. 
Hence  the  liability  to  the  supposition,  which  is  at  bottom 
Hume's,  that  the  last  feeling  in  the  process  of  diminution 
before  such  sensible  space  disappears  (being  the  '  minimum 
visibUe ')  is  the  least  possible  portion  of  space. 

278.  Just  as  that  reduction  of  consciousness  to  feeling,  with 
which  really  excludes  the  idea  of  quantity  altogether,  is  by  H^^™®  idea 
Hume  only  recognised  as  incompatible  with  its  infinite  divisi-  hnpossl-"^ 
bility,  so  it  is  not  recognised  as  extinguishing  space  altogether,  ^^^*,  ^^t 
but  only  space  as  a  vacuum.    If  it  be  true,  he  says,  *  that  the  n^mow 


■pace. 


236  GENERAL  INTRODUCTION. 

BO  tliaii  idea  of  space  is  nothing  but  tbe  idea  of  visible  or  tangible 
^L^'  points  distributed  in  a  certain  order,  it  follows  that  we  can 
form  no  idea  of  yacuum,  or  space  where  there  is  nothing 
visible  or  tangible.'  ^  Here  as  elsewhere  the  acceptability  of 
his  statement  lies  in  its  being  taken  in  a  sense  whicb  ac- 
cording to  his  principles  cannot  properly  belong  to  it.  It 
is  one  doctrine  that  the  ideas  of  space  and  body  are  es- 
sentially correlative,  and  quite  another  that  the  idea  of  space 
is  equivalent  to  a  feeling  of  sight  or  touch.  It  is  of  the  latter 
doctrine  that  Hume's  denial  of  a  vacuum  is  the  corollary ; 
but  it  is  the  former  that  gains  acceptance  for  this  denial  in 
the  mind  of  his  reader.  Space  we  have  already  spoken  of  as 
the  relation  of  externality.  If,  abstracting  this  relation  from 
the  world  of  which  it  is  the  uniform  but  most  elementary 
determination,  we  regard  it  as  a  relation  between  objects 
having  no  other  determination,  these  become  spaces  and 
nothing  but  spaces — space  pure  and  simple,  vacuum.  But  we 
have  known  the  world  in  confused  fulness  before  we  detach 
its  constituent  relations  in  the  clearness  of  unreal  abstraction. 
We  have  known  bodies  ovy/egx^/ttA/wf, before  we  thinktheir  limits 
apart  and  outof  these  construct  a  world  of  pure  space.  It  is  thus 
in  a  sense  true  that  in  the  development  of  our  consciousness 
an  idea  of  body  precedes  that  of  space,  though  the  ahstraciion 
of  space — ^the  detachment  of  the  relation  so-called  frt)m  the 
real  complex  of  relations — precedes  that  of  body ;  and  it  is 
this  fact  that,  in  the  face  of  geometry,  strengthens  common 
sense  in  its  position  that  an  idea  of  vacuum  is  impossible. 
It  is  not,  however,  the  inseparability  of  space  from  body 
whether  in  reality  or  for  our  consciousness,  but  its  identity 
with  a  certain  sort  of  feeling,  that  is  implied  in  Hume's  ex- 
clusion of  the  idea  of  vacuum.  *  Body,'  as  other  than  feeling, 
is  with  him  as  much  a  fiction  as  vacuum.  That  there  can 
be  no  idea  of  vacuum,  is  thus  in  fact  merely  his  negative  way 
of  putting  that  proposition  of  which  the  positive  form  is,  that 
space  is  a  compound  impression  of  sight  and  touch.  Having 
examined  that  proposition  in  the  positive,  we  need  not  ex- 
amine it  again  in  the  negative  form.  It  will  be  more  to  the 
purpose  to  enquire  whether  the  *  tendency  to  suppose  *  o^ 
*  propensity  to  feign '  by  which,  in  the  absence  of  any  such 
idea^  our  language  about  '  pure  space '  has  to  be  accounted 
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for,  does  not  according  to  Hume's  own  showing  presuppose 
such  an  idea. 

279.  By  vacuum  he  understands  invisible  and  intangible  How  it  is 
extension.  If  an  idea  of  vacuum,  then,  is  possible  at  all,  he  J^^  ^•. ^ 
argues,  it  must  be  possible  for  darkness  and  mere  motion  to  we  had 
convey  it.  That  they  cannot  do  so  alone  is  clear  from  the  ^^®*  ^^ 
consideration  that  darkness  is  ^  no  positive  idea '  and  that  an  aocoiding 
*  invariable  motion/  such  as  that  of  a  ^  man  supported  in  the  *<>  Hume, 
air  aoid  softly  conyeyed  along  by  some  invisible  power,'  gives 
no  idea  at  all.  Neither  can  they  do  so  when  *  attended  with 
visible  and  tangible  objects.*  *When  two  bodies  present 
themselves  where  there  was  formerly  an  entire  darkness,  the 
only  change  that  is  discoverable  is  in  the  appearance  of  these 
two  objects :  all  the  rest  continues  to  be,  as  before,  a  perfect 
negation  of  light  and  of  every  coloured  or  tangible  object.'  * 
'  Such  dark  and  indistinguishable  distance  between  two  bodies 
can  never  produce  the  idea  of  extension,'  any  more  than 
blindness  can.  Neither  can  a  like  '  imaginary  distance  be- 
tween tangible  and  solid  bodies.'  *  Suppose  two  cases,  viz. 
that  of  a  man  supported  in  the  air,  and  moving  his  limbs  to 
and  fro  without  meeting  anything  tangible ;  and  that  of  a 
man  who,  feeling  something  tangible,  leaves  it,  and  after  a 
motion  of  which  he  is  sensible  perceives  another  tangible 
object.  Wherein  consists  the  difference  between  these  two 
cases  9  No  one  will  scruple  to  affirm  that  it  consists  merely 
in  the  perceiving  those  objects,  and  that  the  sensation  which 
arises  from  the  motion  is  in  both  cases  the  same;  and  as 
that  sensation  is  not  capable  of  conveying  to  us  an  idea  of 
extension,  when  unaccompanied  with  some  other  perception, 
it  can  no  more  give  us  that  idea,  when  mixed  with  the  im- 
pressions of  tangible  objects,  since  that  mixture  produces  no 
alteration  upon  it.'^  But  though  a  '  distance  not  filled  with 
any  coloured  or  solid  object '  cannot  give  us  an  idea  of  vacuum, 
it  is  the  cause  why  we  falsely  imagine  that  we  can  form  such 
an  idea.  There  are  *  three  relations  ^^^natural  relations  ac- 
cording to  Hume's  phraseology' — between  it  and  that  distance 
which  really  *  (Jonveys  the  idea  of  extension.'  *  The  distant 
objects  affect  the  senses  in  the  same  manner,  whether  sepa- 
rated by  the  one  distance  or  the  other ;  the  former  species 
of  distance  is  found  capable  of  receiving  the  latter ;  and  they 
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both  equally  diminish  the  fotce  of  every  quality.    These  re- 
lations betwixt  the  two  kinds  of  distajice  will  afford  us  an 
easy  reason  why  the  one  has  so  often  been  taken  for  the 
other,  and  why  we  imagine  we  have  an  idea  of  extension 
without  the  idea  of  any  object  either  of  the  sight  or  feeling,'  * 
His  expla-       280.  It  appears  then  that  we  have  an  idea  of  '  distance 
°r^^°VT"  ^^^®^  wiih  any  coloured  or  solid  object.'     To  speak  of  this 
we  haTo      distance  as  imaginary'  or  fictitious  can  according  to  Hume's 
^>t*^Ti       pruiciples  make  no  difference,  so  long  as  he  admits,  which 
the  sanw.    ^^  is  obliged  to  do,  that  we  actually  have  an  idea  of  it ;  for 
every  idea,  being  derived  from  aii  impression,  is  as  much  or 
as  little  imaginary  as  every  other.    And  not  only  have  we 
such  an  idea,  but  Hume's  account  of  the  '  relations '  between 
it  and  the  idea  of  extension  implies  that,  as  ideas  of  distance, 
they  do  not  differ  at  all.     But  the  idea  of  '  distance  unfilled 
witti  any  coloured  or  solid  object'  is  the  idea  of  vacuum.    It 
follows  that  the  idea  of  extension  does  not  differ  from  that  of 
vacuum,  except  so  £a>r  as  it  is  other  than  the  idea  of  distance. 
But  it  is  from  the  consideration  of  distance  that  Hume  him- 
self expressly  derives  it;*   and  so  derived,  it  can  no  more 
differ  from  distance  than  an  idea  from  a  corresponding  im- 
pression.   Thus,  after  all,  he  has  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
to  admit  the  idea  of  vacuum,  but  saves  appearances  by  re- 
frising  to  call  it  extension — the  sole  reason  for  such  refrisal 
being  the  supposition  that  every  idea,   and  therefore  the^ 
idea  of  extension,  must  be  a  datum  of  sense,  which  the  ad- 
mission of  an  idea  of  ^invisible  and  intangible  distance'  al- 
ready contradicts. 
By  alike         281.  We  now  know  the  nature  of  that  preliminary  mani- 
he^B  aWe^  pulation  which  '  impressions  and  ideas '  have  to  undergo,  if 
to  explain    their  association  is  to  yield  the  result  which  Hume  requires 
pearanco     — ^  through  it  the  succession  of  feelings  is  to  become  a 
of  oar        knowledge  of  things  and  their  relations.     Such  a  result  v^as 
8uch°^       required  as  the  only  means  of  maintaining  together  the  two 
as  Causa-    characteristic  positions  of  Locke's  philosophy ;  that,  namely, 
id°  T^     *^®  ^^^y  world  we  can  know  is  the  world  of  'ideas,'  and  that 
thought  cannot  originate  ideas.     Those  relations,  which 
Locke  had  inconsistently  treated  at  once  as  intellectual 
superinductions  and  as  ultimate  conditions  of  reality,  must  be 
dealt  with  by  one  of  two  methods.    They  must  be  reduced  to 
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impressions  where  that  could  plausibly  be  done:  Trhere  it 
could  not,  it  must  be  admitted  that  we  have  no  ideas  of 
them,  but  only  *  tendencies  to  suppose  *  that  we  have  such, 
arising  from  tiie  association,  through  ^  natural  relations/  of 
the  ideas  that  we  have.  So  dexterously  does  Hume  work 
the  former  method  that,  of  all  the  *  philosophical  relations '  . 
which  he  recognizes,  only  Identity  and  Causation  remain  to  J 
be  disposed  of  by  the  latter ;  and  if  the  other  relations — 
resemblance,  time  and  space,  proportion  in  quantity  and 
degree  in  quality — could  really  be  admitted  as  data  of  sense, 
there  would  at  least  be  a  possible  basis  for  those  '  tendencies  ^ 
to  suppose '  which,  in  the  absence  of  any  corresponding  ideas, 
the  terms  *  Identity '  and  *  Causation '  must  be  taken  to  re- 
present. But,  as  we  have  shown,  they  can  only  be  claimed 
for  sense,  if  sense  is  so  far  one  with  thought— one  not  by 
conversion  of  thought  into  sense  but  by  taking  of  sense  into 
thought — as  that  Hume's  favourite  appeals  to  sense  against 
the  reality  of  intelligible  relations  become  unmeaning.  They 
may  be  ^  impressions,'  there  may  be  ^  impressions  of  them,' 
but  only  if  we  deny  of  the  impression  what  Hume  asserts  of 
it,  and  assert  of  it  what  he  denies — only  if  we  understand  by 
^  impression '  not  an  ^  internal  and  perishing  existence ; '  not 
that  which,  if  other  than  taste,  colour,  sound,  smeU  or  touch, 
must  be  a  ^  passion  or  emotion ' ;  w)i  that  which  carries  no 
reference  to  an  object  other  than  itself,  and  which  must  eiilMfr 
be  single  or  compound;  but  something  permanent  and  con- 
stituted by  permanently  coexisting  parts ;  something  that 
may  ^  be  conjoined  with '  any  feeling,  because  it  is  none ;  that 
always  carries  with  it  a  reference  to  a  subject  which  it  is  not 
but  of  which  it  is  a  quality ;  and  that  is  both  many  and  one, 
since '  in  its  simplicity  it  contains  many  different  resemblances 
and  relations.' 

282.  In  the  account  just  adduced  of  vacuum,  the  effect  of 
that  double  dealing  with  '  impressions,'  which  we  shall  have 
to  trace  at  large  in  Hume's  explanation  of  our  language 
about  Causation  and  Identity,  is  already  exhibited  in  little. 
Just  as,  after  the  idea  of  pure  space  has  been  excluded  because 
not  a  copy  of  any  possible  impression,  we  yet  find  an  ^  idea,'' 
only  differing  from  it  in  name,  introduced  as  the  basis  of  that 
tendency  to  suppose  which  is  to  take  the  place  of  the  ex- 
cluded idea,  so  we  shall  find  ideas  of  relation  in  the  way  of 
identity  and  Causation — ideas  which  according  to  Hume  we 
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have  not — ^presupposed  as  the  source  of  those  *  propensities 
to  feign  *  by  which  he  accounts  for  the  appearance  of  our 
haying  them. 
Know-  283,  The  primary  characteristic  of  these  relations  accord- 

rehftion  in  ^^S  ^  Hume,  which  they  share  with  those  of  space  and  time, 
way  of  and  which  in  fact  vitiates  that  definition  of  ^  philosophical 
and°^**^^  I  /Elation/  as  depending  on  comparison,  which  he  adopts,  is 
Causation  that  they  *  depend  not  on  the  ideas  compared  together,  but 
b^^L^lf'  may  be  changed  without  any  change  in  the  ideas.''  It 
definition  foUows  that  they  are  not  objects  of  knowledge,  according  to 
of  know-  the  definition  of  knowledge  which  Hume  inherited,  as  *  the 
^^'  perception  of  agreement  or  disagreement  between  ideas/  A 
partial  recognition  of  this  consequence  in  regard  to  cause 
and  effect  we  found  in  Locke's  suspicion  that  a  science  of 
nature  was  impossible — impossible  because,  however  often  a 
certain  '  idea  of  quality,  and  substance '  may  have  followed 
or  accompanied  another,  such  sequence  or  accompaniment 
never  amounts  to  agreement  or  *  necessary  connexion'  be- 
tween the  ideas,  and  therefore  never  can  warrant  a  general 
assertion,  but  only  the  particular  one,  that  the  ideas  in 
question  have  so  many  times  occurred  in  such   an  order. 

*  Matters  of  fact,'  however,  which  no  more  consist  in  agree- 
ment of  ideas  than  does  causation,  are  by  Locke  treated 
without  scruple  as  matter  of  knowledge  when  they  can  be 
regarded  as  relations  between  present  sensations.     Thus  the 

*  particular  experiment '  in  Physics  constitutes  knowledge — 
the  knowledge,  for  instance,  that  a  piece  of  gold  is  now 
dissolved  in  aqua  regia ;  and  when  ^  I  myself  see  a  man 
walk  on  the  ice,  it  is  knowledge.'  In  such  cases  it  does  not 
occur  to  him  to  ask,  either  what  are  the  ideas  that  agree  or 
how  much  of  the  experiment  is  a, present  sensation.^  Nor 
does  Hume  commonly  carry  his  analysis  further.  After 
admitting  that  the  relations  called  identity  and  situation  in 
time  and  place '  do  not  depend  on  the  nature  of  the  ideas 
related,  he  proceeds :  *  When  both  the  objects  are  present  to 
the  senses  along  with  the  relation,  we  call  this  perception 
rather  than  reasoning ;  nor  is  there  in  this  case  any  exercise 
of  the  thought  or  any  action,  properly  speaking,  but  a  mere 
passive  admission  of  the  impressions  through  the  organs  of 
sensation.     According  to  this  way  of  thinking,  we  ought  not 

>  P.  372.  «  Above,  §§  122  &  123. 
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to  receive  as  reasoning  any  of  the  observations  we  may  make 
concerning  identity  and  the  relations  of  time  and  place ;  since 
in  none  of  them  the  mind  can  go  beyond  what  is  immedi- 
ately present  to  the  senses,  either  to  discover  the  real  exist- 
ence or  the  relations  of  objects/  ' 

284.  This  passage  points  out  the  way  which  Hume's  Inference 
doctrine  of  causation  was  to  follow.  That  in  any  case  *  the  tiorfrom 
mind  should  go  beyond  a  present  feeling,  either  to  discover  an  object 
the  real  existence  or  the  relations  of  objects  *  other  than  ^^^^ 

o  or  remem- 

present  feelings,  was  what  he  could  not  consistently  admit.  In  bered  to 
the  judgment  of  causation,  however,  it  seems  to  do  so.  *  From  ^°®  ^^  ^ 
the  existence  or  actioja  of  one  object,'  seen  or  remembered,  it 
seems  to  be  assured  of  the  existence  or  action  of  another,  not 
seen  or  remembered,  on  the  ground  of  a  necessary  connection 
between  the  two.*  It  is  such  assurance  that  is  reckoned  to  con- 
stitute reasoning  in  the  distinctive  sense  of  the  term,  as  differ- 
ent at  once  from  the  analysis  of  complex  ideas  and  the  simple 
succession  of  ideas— such  reasoning  as,  in  the  language  of  a 
later  philosophy,  can  yield  synthetic  propositions.  What 
Hume  has  to  do,  then,  is  to  explain  this  *  assurance  '  away 
by  showing  that  it  is  not  essentially  different  from  that 
judgment  of  relation  in  time  and  place  which,  because  the 
related  objects  are  *  present  to  the  senses  along  with  the 
relation,'  is  called  *  perception  rather  than  reasoning,'  and 
to  which  no  *  exercise  of  the  thought '  is  necessary,  but  a 
'  mere  passive  admission  of  impressions  through  the  organs 
of  sensation.'  Nor,  for  the  assimilation  of  reasoning  to 
perception,  is  anything  further  needed  than  a  reference  to 
the  connection  of  ideas  with  impressions  and  of  the  ideas 
of  imagination  with  those  of  memory,  as  originally  stated 
by  Hume.  When  both  of  the  objects  compared  are  present 
to  the  senses,  we  call  the  comparison  perception;  when 
neither,  or  only  one,  is  so  present,  we  call  it  reasoning.  But 
the  difference  between  the  object  that  is  present  to  sense, 
and  that  which  is  not,  is  merely  the  difference  between  im- 
pression and  idea,  which  again  is  merely  the  difference  be- 
tween the  more  and  the  less  lively  feeling.'  To  feeling,  whether 
with  more  or  with  less  vivacity,  every  object,  whether  of  per- 
ception or  reasoning,  must  alike  be  present.  Is  it  then  a 
8u£Scient  account  of  the  matter,  according  to  Hume,  to  say 
that  when  we   are  conscious  of  contiguity  and  succession 
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between  objects  of  which  both  are  impregsious  we  caJl  it 
perception ;  but  that  when  both  objects  are  ideas,  or  one 
an  impression  and  the  other  an  idea,  we  call  it  reasoning  9 
Not  quite  so.  Suppose  that  I  ^  have  seen  that  species  of 
object  we  call  flame,  and  have  afberwards  felt  that  species  of 
sensation  we  call  heat/  If  I  afterwards  remembered  the 
succession  of  the  feeling  upon  the  sight,  both  objects  (ac* 
cording  to  Hume's  original  usage  of  terms  ')  would  be  ideas 
as  distinct  from  the  impressions;  or,  if  upon  seeing  the 
flame  I  remembered  the  previous  experience  of  heat,  one 
object  would  be  an  idea ;  but  we  should  not  reckon  it  a  case 
of  reasoning.  ^  In  all  cases  wherein  we  reason  concerning 
objects,  there  is  only  one  either  per<Jeived  or  remembered^  and 
the  other  is  supplied  in  conformity  to  our  past  experience  ' 
— supplied  by  the  only  other  &culty  than  memory  that  can 
^  supply  an  idea,'  viz.  imagination.^ 
Eelation  of.  285.  This  being  the  only  account  of  *  inference  from  the 
cause  Md  i  ]axown  to  the  unknown,'  which  Hume  could  consistently 
same  as^  I  admit,  his  view  of  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect  must  be 
this  trans-|  adjusted  to  it.  It  could  not  be  other  than  a  relation  either 
*  between  impression  and  impression,  or  between  impression 
and  idea,  or  between  idea  and  idea ;  and  all  these  relations 
S!^"  /  are  equally  between  feelings  that  we  experience.  Thus,  in^'^j 
stead  of  being  the  *  objective  basis '  on  which  inference  from  | 
the  known  to  the  unknown  rests,  it  is  itself  the  inference  ;; 
or,  more  properly,  it  and  the  inference  alike  disappear  intoTa 
particular  sort  of  transition  from  feeling  to  feeling.  The 
problem,  then,  is  to  account  for  its  seeming  to  be  other  than 
this.  ^  There  is  nothing  in  any  objects  to  persuade  us  that 
they  are  always  remote  or  always  contigvroiis ;  and  when  from 
experience  and  observation  we  discover  that,  the  relation  in 
this  particular  is  invariable,  we  always  conclude  that  there 
is  some  secret  ccmee  which  separates  or  unites  them.' '  It 
would  j^jsem^  then,  that  the  xelatiou  of  cause  and  ^effect  is 
something  which  we  infer  from  experience,  from  the  connec- 
tion of  impressions  and  ideas,  but  which  is  not  itself  im- 
pression or  idea.  And  it  would  seem  further,  that,  as  we 
infer  such  an  unexperienced  relation,  so  likewise  we  make 
inferences  from  it.  In  regard  to  identity  *  we  readily  sup- 
pose an  object  may  continue  individually  the  same,  though 
several  times  absent  from  and  present  to  the  senses ;  and 

>  Above,  par.  195.  »  Pp.  384,  388.  "  P.  876. 
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ascribe  to  it  on  identity,  notwithstanding  the  interruption 
of  the  perception,  whenever  we  conclude  that  if  we  had 
kept  our  hand  or  eye  constantly  upon  it,  it  would  have 
conveyed  an  invariable  and  uninterrupted  perception.  But 
this  conclusion  beyond  the  impressions  of  our  senses  can 
be  founded  only  on  the  connection  of  cause  cmd  effect ;  nor 
can  we  otherwise  have  any  security  that  the  object  is  not 
changed  upon  us,  however  much  the  new  object  may  re- 
semble that  which  was  formerly  present  to  the  senses.' 

286.  This  relation  which^  going  beyond  our  actual  ex-  Yet  seems 
perience,  we  seem  to  infer  ks  the  explanation  of  invariable  ^\^^  How 
conMgnil^n.place.  or  time  of  certain  impressions,  and  from  this  ap- 
which  again_we-  seem  to  infer  the  identity  of  an  object  of  So^^  ' 
which  the  perception  has  been  interrupted,  is  what  we  eall  explained. 
ik^(()e9i9to^l<lciilndc(i€toy    It  is  their  supposed  necessary  con- 
nection wMch  distinguishes  objects  related  as  cause  and  effect 

from  those  related  merely  in  the  way  of  contiguity  and  suc- 
cession,^ and  it  is  a  like  supposition  that  leads  us  to  infer 
what  we  do  not  see  or  remember  from  what  we  do.  If  then 
the  reduction  of  thought  and  the  intelligible  world  to  feeling 
was  to  be  made  good,  this  supposition,  not  being  an  im- 
pression of  sense  or  a  copy  of  such,  must  be  shown  to  be  an  . 
^  impression  of  reflection,^  according  to  Hume's  sense  of  the 
term,  i.e.  a  tendency  of  the  soul,  analogous  to  desire  and 
aversion,  hope  and  fear,  derived  from  impressions  of  sense 
but  not  copied  from  them;'  and  the  inference  which  it  de- 
termines must  be  shown  to  be  the  work  of  ^^grgrnp^^'^n^  as 
affected  by  such  impression  of  reflection.  This  in  brief  is 
the  purport  of  Hume's  doctrine  of  causation. 

287.  After  his  manner,  however,  he  will  go  about  with  his  inference, 
reader.     The  supposed  ^Lntljf^tlYfi  bflgit['  W  knowledge  is  to  "sting  on 
be  made  to  disappear,  but  in  such  a  way  that  no  one  shall  tkmof^ 
miss  it.    So  dexterously,  indeed,  is  this  done,  that  perhaps  to  necessary 
this  day  the  ordinary  student  of  Hume  is  scarcely  conscious  ^  be  ex-  ' 
of  the  disappearance.     Hume  merely  announces  to  begin  placed  be- 
with  that  he  will '  postpone  the  direct  survey  of  this  question  coma^on. 
concerning  the  nature  of  necessary  connection,'  and  deal  first 

with  these  other  two  questions,  viz.  (1)  *  For  what  reason  we 
pronounce  it  necessary  that  everything  whose  existence  has  a 
beginning,  should  also  have  a  cause  ? '  and  (2)  *  Why  we 
conclude  that  such  particular  causes  must  necessarily  have 

>  P.  876.  •  Aboyp,  par.  195. 
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sncli  particular  effects ;   and  what  is  the  nature  of  that  in- 
f&rence  we  draw  from  the  one  to  the  other,  and  of  the  hdief 
we  repose  in  itP'     Tj^^^a  trO  flay,  h^  will  ^^r'npiiilf  i  ttifi  I'n- 
ference  from  caus.e  or  effect,  before  he  considers  canse  and 
effect  as  a  relation  between  objects,  on  which  the  inference  is 
supposed  to  depend.     Meanwhile  necessary  connection,  as  a 
/    relation  between  objects,  is  naturally  supposed  in  some  sense 
or  other  to  survive.    In  what  sense,  the  reader  expects  to 
find  when  these  two  preliminary  questions  have  been  an- 
swered.    But  when  they  have  been  answered,  necessary  con- 
nection, as  a  relation  between  objects,  turns  out  to  have 
vanished. 
Acoonnt  of      288.  With  the  first  of  the  above  questions  Hume  only 
the  infer-     concems  himself  so  far  as  to  show  that  we  cannot  know 
bj^LSke     either  intuitively  or  demonstratively,  in  Locke's  sense  of 
and  Clarke  ^he  words,   that  *  everything  whose  existence  has    a  be- 
"•^^    '      ginning  also  has  a  cause.*     Locke's  own  argument  for  the 
necessity  of  causation — that  *  something  cannot  be  produced 
by  nothing' — ^as  well  as  Clarke's — that  *  if  anything  wanted 
a  cause  it  would  produce  itself,  i.e.  exist  before  it  existed ' — 
are  merely  different  ways,  as  Hume  shows,  of  assuming  the 
point  in  question.     'If  everything  must  have  a  canse,  it 
follows  that  upon  exclusion  of  other  causes  we  must  accept 
of  the  object  itself,  or  of  nothing,  as  causes.    But  'tis  the  very 
point  in  question,  whether  everything  must  have  a  cause  or 
not.'  *     On  that  point,  according  to  Locke's  own  showing, 
• "  there  can  be  no  certainty,  intuitive  or  demonstrative  5  for 
1>etween  the  idea  of  beginning  to  exist  and  the  idea  of  cause 
there  is  clearly  no  agreement,  mediate  or  immediate.     They 
are  not  similar  feelings,  they  are  not  quantities  that  can  be 
measured  against  each  other,  and  to  these  alone  can  the 
definition  of  knowledge  and  reasoning,  which  Hume  retained, 
apply.     There  thus  disappears  that  last  remnant  of  *  know- 
ledge '  in  regard  to  nature  which  Locke  had  allowed  to  sur- 
vive— the  knowledge  that  there  is  a  necessary  connection, 
\though  one  which  we  cannot  find  out.^ 
Three  289.  Having  thus  shown,  as  he  conceives,  what  the  true 

pointetobe  answer  to  the  first  of  the  above  questions  is  not,  Hume  pro- 
in  the  in-  ceeds  to  show  what  it  is  by  answering  the  second.  *  *  Since  it 
feronce  ac-  jg  ^^^  from  knowledge  or  any  scientific  reasoning  that  we 
Hume.        derive  the  opinion  of  the  necessity  of  a  cause  to  every  new 

*  P.  382.  2  cf  Xx>cke  iv.  3,  29,  and  Iiitroduc,  par.  121. 
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production/  it  must  be  from  experience ; '  and  every  general 
opinion  derived  from  experience  is  merely  the  summary  of  a 
multitude  of  particular  ones.  Accordingly  when  it  has  been 
explained  why  we  infer  particular  causes  from  particular 
effects  (and  vice  versa)  y  the  inference  from  every  event  to  a 
cause  will  have  explained  itself.  Now  ^  all  our  arguments 
concerning  causes  and  effects  consist  both  of  an  impression 
of  the  memory  or  senses,  and  of  the  idea  of  that  existence 
which  produces  the  object  of  the  impression  or  is  produced 
by  it.  Here,  therefore,  we  have  three  things  to  explain,  viz. 
firsty  the  original  impression ;  secondly y  the  transition  to  the 
idea  of  the  connected  cause  or  effect ;  thirdly y  the  nature 
and  qualities  of  that  idea.' ' 

290.  As  to  th(a£>OTiginal  impression  we  must  notice  that  a.  The  ori- 
there  is  a  certain  inconsistency  with  Hume's  previous  usage  ginai  im- 
of  terms  in  speaking  of  an  impression  of  memory  at  all.*  ^l^which 
This,  however,  will  be  excused  when  we  reflect  that  according  thetians- 
to  him  impression  and  idea  only  differ  in  liveliness,  and  that  ^^e" 
he  is  consistent  in  claiming  for  the  ideas  of  memory,  not 
indeed  the  maximum,  but  a  high  degree  of  vivacity,  superior 
to  that  which  belongs  to  ideas  of  imagination.     All  that  can 
be  said,  then,  of  that  *  original  impression,'  whether  of  the 
memory  or  senses,  which  is  necessary  to  any  *  reasoning  from 
cause  or  effect,'  is  that  it  is  highly  vivacious.     That  the 
transition  from  it  to  the  ^  idea  of  the  connected  cause  or 
effect '  is  not  determined  by  reason,  has  already  been  settled. 
It  could  only  be  so  determined,  according  to  the  received 
account  of  reason,  if  there  were  some  agreement  in  respect 
of  quantity  or  quality  between  the  idea  of  cause  and  that  of 
the  effect,  to  be  ascertained  by  the  interposition  of  other 
ideas.^     But  when  we  examine  any  particular  objects  that 
we  hold  to  be  related  as  cause  and  effect,  e.g.  the  sight  of 
flame  and  the  feeling  of  heat,  we  find  no  such  agreement. 
What  we  do  find  is  their  'constant  conjunction'  in  experience, 
and  *  conjunction '  is  equivalent  to  that  *  contiguity  in  time 
and  place,'  which  has  already  been  pointed  out  as  one  of 
those  '  natural  relations '  which  act-  as  '  principles  of  union ' 
between  ideas. ^    Because  the  impression  of  flame  has  always  (,  i^^ 
been  found  to  be  followed  by  the  impression  of  heat,  the  idea  traDsiiion 
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to  inferred  of  flame  always  suggests  the  idea  of  heat.     It  is  simple 
idea.  custom  then  that  determines  the  transition  from  the  one  to 

the  other,  or  renders  *  necessary'  the  connection  between 
them.  In  order  that  the  transition,  however,  may  constitute 
an  inference  from  cause  to  effect  (or  vice  versa),  one  of  the 
two  objects  thus  naturally  related,  but  not  both,  must  be 
presented  as  an  impression.  If  both  were  impressions  it 
would  be  a  case  of  '  sensation,  not  reasoning ; '  if  both  were 
ideas,  no  belief  would  attend  the  transition.  This  brings 
us  to  the  question  as  to  the  ^  nature  and  qualities '  of  the 
inferred  idea. 
^-  ^he  2^1.  *  'Tis  evident  that  all  reasonings  from  causes  or  effects 

'  this  idea,     terminate  in  conclusions  concerning  matter  of  fact,  i.  a.  oon-> 
ceming  the  existence  of  objects  or  of  their  qualities  * ;  *  in 
other  words,  in  belief.     If  this  meant  a  new  idea,  an  idea 
that  we  have  not  previously  had,  it  would  follow  that  infer- 
ence could  really  carry  us  beyond  sense,  that  there  could  be 
an  idea  not  copied  from  any  prior  impression.     But  according 
to  Hume  it  does  not  mean  this.    ^  The  idea  of  existence  is  the 
very  same  with  the  idea  of  what  we  conceive  to  be  existent ;  ** 
and  not  only  so,  ^  the  belief  of  existence  joins  no  new  ideas  to 
those  which  compose  the  idea  of  the  object.     When  I  think 
of  God,  when  I  think  of  him  as  existent,  and  when  I  believe 
him  to  be  existent,  my  idea  of  him  neither  increases  nor 
diminishes.' '    In  what  then  lies  the  difference  between  in* 
credulity  and  belief;  between  an  ^  idea  assented  to,'  or  an 
object  believed  to  exist,  and  a  fictitious  object  or  idea  from 
which  we  dissent  ?    The  answer  is,  ^  not  in  ^e  parts  or  com- 
nosition  of  the  idea,  but  in  the  manner  of  conceiving  it,' 
which  must  be  understood  to  mean  the  manner  of  ^  feeling ' 
it ;  and  this  difference  is  frurther  explained  to  lie  in  '  the  su- 
perior force,  or  vivacity,  or  steadiness '  with  which  it  is  felt.* 
We  are  thus  brought  to  the  forther  question,  how  it  is  that 
this  *  superior  vivacity '  belongs  to  the  inferred  idea  when 
we  '  reason '  from  cause  to  effect  or  from  effect  to  cause. 
The  answer  here  is  that  the  ^  impression  of  the  memory  or 
senses,'  which  in  virtue  of  a  '  natural  relation '  suggests  the 
idea,  also  '  communicates  to  it  a  share  of  its  force  or  vivacity.' 
It  results         292.  Thus  it  appears  that  in  order  to  the  conclusion  that 
that  neces-  ^^j  particular  cause  must  have  any  particular  effect^  there  is 
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needed  first  the  presence  of  an  impression,  and  secondly  the  nection  is 
joint  action  of  those  two  *  principles  of  union  among  ideas/  ^  impres- 
resemblance  and  contiguity.    In  virtue  of  the  former  principle  reflection, 
the  given  impression  calls  up  the  image  of  a  like  impression  ^*^>  ? P^^* 
previously  experienced,  which  again  in  virtue  of  the  latter  Se  trans- 
calls  up  the  image  of  its  usual  attendant,  and  the  liveliness  ^^^^^ . 
of  the  given  impression  so  communicates  itself  to  the  recalled    **^* 
ideas  as  to  constitute  belief  in  their  existence.     If  this  is  the 
true  account  of  the  matter,  the  question  as  to  the  nature  of 
necessary  connexion  has   answered  itself.     ^The  necessary 
connexion  betwixt  causes  and  effects  is  the  foundation  of  our 
inference  from  one  to  the  other.     The  foundation  of  the  in- 
ference is  the  transition  arising  from  the  accustomed  union. 
These  are  therefore  the  same.*  *      We  may  thus  understand 
how  it  is  that  there  seems  to  be  an  idea  of  such  connexion  to 
which  no  impression  of  the  senses,  or  (to  use  an  equivalent 
phrase  of  Hume's)  no  *  quality  in  objects  *  corresponds.     If 
the  first  presentation  of  two  objects,  of  which  one  is  cause, 
the  other  effect,  (i.  e.  of  which  we  afterwards  come  to  con- 
sider one  the  cause,  the  other  the  effect)  gives  no  idea  of  a 
connexion  between  them,  as  it  clearly  does  not,  neither  can 
it  do  so  however  often  repeated.    It  would  not  do  so,  unless 
the  repetition  *  either  discovered  or  produced  something  new  * 
in  the  objects ;  and  it  does  neither.     But  it  does  *  produce  a 
new  impression  in  the  mind.'     After  observing  a  ^  constant 
conjunction  of  the  objects,  and  an  uninterrupted  resemblance 
of  their  relations  of  contiguity  and  succession,  we  immedi- 
ately feel  a  determination  of  the  mind  to  pass  from  one  of 
the  objects  to  its  usual  attendant,  and  to  conceive  it  in  a 
stronger  light  on  account  of  that  relation.'    It  is  of  this 
'internal  impression,'  this  'propensity  which  custom  pro- 
duces,' that  the  idea  of  necessary  connexion  is  the  copy.' 

298.  The  sequence  of  ideas,  which  this  propensity  deter-  The  trans- 
mines,  clearly  does  not  involve  any  inference  'beyond  sense/  >tionnotto 
'  from  the  known  to  the  unknown/  <  from  instants  of  which  ^^^ 
we  have  had  experience,  to  those  of  which  we  have  had  none,'  ^^^' 
any  more  than  does  any  other  '  recurrence  of  an  idea ' — which, 
as  we  have  seen,  merely  means,  according  to  Hume,  the  re- 
turn of  a  feeling  at  a  lower  level  of  intensity  after  it  has  been 
felt  at  a  higher.     The  idea  which  we  speak  of  as  an  inferred 
cause  or  effect  is  only  an  '  instance  of  which  we  have  no  ex- 

>  P.  460.  «  Pp.  467-460. 


248 


GENERAL  INTRODUCTION. 


Nor  deter- 
mined by 
any 

objective 
reUtiou. 


Deflnitions 
of  cauBe. 


perience '  in  the  sense  of  being  nv^merically  different  from  tte 
similar  ideas,  whose  previous  constant  association  with  an 
impression  like  the  given  one,  determines  the  *  inference ; ' 
but  in  the  same  sense  the  *  impression '  which  I  now  feel  on 
putting  my  hand  to  the  fire  is  difiEerent  from  the  impressions 
previously  felt  under  the  same  circumstances,  and  I  do  not 
for  that  reason  speak  of  this  impression  as  an  instance  of 
which  I  have  had  no  experience.  Thus  Hume,  though  re- 
taining the  received  phraseology  in  reference  to  the  *  conclu- 
sion from  any  particular  cause  to  any  particular  effect ' — 
phraseology  which  implies  that  prior  to  the  inference  the 
object  inferred  is  in  some  sense  unknown  or  unexperienced — 
yet  deprives  it  of  meaning  by  a  doctrine  which  makes  infer- 
ence, as  he  himself  puts  it, '  a  species  of  sensation,'  ^  an  un- 
intelligible instinct  of  our  souls,'  *  more  properly  an  act  of 
the  sensitive  than  of  the  cogitative  part  of  our  natures ' ' — 
which  in  fact  leaves  no  *  part  of  our  natures '  to  be  cogitative 
at  all. 

294.  We  are  not  entitled  then, it  would  seem,  to  say  that  any 
inference  to  matter  of  fact,  any  proof  of  an  *  instructive  pro- 
position,'— as  distinct  from  the  conclusion  of  a  syllogism, 
which  is  simply  derived  from  the  analysis  of  a  proposition 
already  conceded, — ^rests  on  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect. 
Such  language  implies  that  the  relation  is  other  than  the 
inference,  whereas,  in  fact,  they  are  one  and  the  same,  each 
being  merely  a  particular  sort  of  sequence  of  feeling  upon 
feeling — that  sort  of  which  the  characteristic  is  that,  when 
the  former  feeling  only  has  the  maximum  of  vivacity,  it  still, 
owing  to  the  frequency  with  which  it  has  been  attended  by  the 
other,  imparts  to  it  a  large,  though  less,  amount  of  vivacity. 
This  is  the  naked  result  to  which  Hume's  doctrine  leads — a 
result  which,  thus  put,  might  have  set  men  upon  reconsidering 
the  first  principles  of  the  Lockeian  philosophy.  But  he  wished 
to  find  acceptance,  and  would  not  so  put  it.  A  consider- 
ation of  the  points  in  which  he  had  to  sacrifice  consistency 
to  plausibility — since  he  was  always  consistent  where  he  de- 
cently could  be — will  lead  us  to  the  true  atriov  tov  'yfrevSovf, 
the  impossibility  on  his  principles  of  explaining  the  world 
of  knowledge. 

295.  As  the  outcome  of  his  doctrine,  he  submits  two 
definitions  of  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect.     Considering 
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it  as  ^  A  philosophical  relation  or  comparison  of  two  ideas,  a.  Ab  a 
we  may  define  a  cause  to  be  an  object  precedent  and  con-  *  ^^^1?°' 
tignons  to  another,  and  where  all  objects  resembling  the  relation. 
former  are  placed  in  like  relations  of  precedency  and  con- 
tiguity to  those  objects  that  resemble  the  latter.*    Consider- 
ing the  relation  aAira  natv/ral  one,  or  as  an  association 
between  ideas,'  we  may  say  that  *  a   cavse  is   an  object 
precedent  and  contiguous  to  another,  and  so  united  with  it 
that  the  idea  of  one  determines  the  mind  to  form  the  idea 
of  the  other,  and  the  impression  of  the  one  to  form  a  more 
lively  idea  of  the  other.' ' 

296.  Our  first  enquiry  must  be  how  far  these  definitions  Ib  Hume 
are  really  consistent  with  the  theory  from  which  they  are  ^^^l^  ^ 
derived.     At  the  outset,  it  is  a  surprise  to  find  that  the  'phiio- 
*  philosophical  relation '  of  cause  and  effect,  as  distinct  from  sophical' 
the  natural  one,  should  still  appear  to  surviye.      Such  a  as  distinct 
distinction  has  no  meaning  unless  it  implies  a  conceived  ^^^ 
relation  of  objects  other  than  the   de  facto    sequence  of 
feelings,  of  which  one  *  naturally '  introduces  the  other.     It 
is  the  characteristic  of  Locke's  doctrine  of  knowledge  that 
in  it  this  distinction  is  still  latent.    His  language  constantly 
implies  that  knowledge,  as  a  perception  of  relations,  is  other 
than  the  sequence  of  feelings ;  but  by  confining  his  view 
chiefly  to  relation  in  the  way  of  likeness  and  imlikeness — a 
relation  that  exists  between  feelings  merely  as  felt,  or  as  they 
are  for  the  feeling  consciousness — he  avoids  the  necessity  of 
deciding  what  the  *  ide^s  '  are  in  the  connection  of  which 
knowledge  and  reasoning  consist,  whether  objects  consti- 
tuted by  conceived  relations  or  feelings  suggestive  of  each 
other.     But  when  once  attention  had  been  fixed,  as  it  was 
by  Hume,  on  an  ostensible  relation  between  objects,  like 
that  of  cause  and  effect,  which,  if  it  exist  at  all,  is  clearly  not 
one  in  the  way  of  resemblance  between  feelings,  the  distinc- 
tion spoken  of  becomes  patent.   If  the  colour  red  had  not  the 
likeness  and  unlikeness  which  it  has  to  the  colour  blue,  the 
colours  would  be  different  feelings  from  what  they  are ;  but 
if  the  flame  of  fire  and  its  heat  were  not  regarded  severally  as 
cause  and  effect,  it  would  make  no  difference  to  them  as 
feelings ;  or,  to  put  it  conversely,  it  is  not  upon  any  com- 
parison of  two  feelings  with  each  other  that  we  regard  them 
as  related  in  the  way  of  cause  and  effect.     In  what  sense 
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then  can  the  relation  between  flame  and  heat  be  a  philo- 
sophical relation,  as  defined  by  Hume — a  relation  in  virtue 
of  which  we  compare  objects,  or  an  idea  that  we  acquire 
upon  comparison  P 

297.  This  definition,  indeed,  is  not  stated  so  exactly  or  bo 
uniformly  as  might  be  wished.  In  different  passages  'philo- 
sophical relation  ^  appears  as  that  in  respect  of  which  we 
compare  any  two  ideas ;  as  that  of  which  we  acquire  the 
idea  by  comparing  objects,'  and  finally  (in  the  context  of  the 

(passage  last  quoted)  as  itself  the  comparison.'  The  real 
I  source  of  this  ambiguity  lies  in  that  impossibility  of  regard- 
}pg  an  object  as  anything  apart  from  its  relations,  which 
compels  any  theory  that  does  not  recognize  it  to  be  incon- 
sistent with  itself.  It  is  Locke's  cardinal  doctrine  that  real 
'  objects '  are  first  given  as  simple  ideas,  and  that  their 
relations,  unreal  in  contrast  with  the  simple  ideas,  are 
superinduced  by  the  mind--a  doctrine  which  Hume  com- 
pletes by  excluding  all  ideas  that  are  not  either  copies  of 
simple  feelings  or  compounds  of  these,  and  by  consequence 
ideas  of  relation  altogether.  The  three  statements  of  the 
nature  of  philosophical  relation,  giyen  above,  mark  three 
stages  of  departure  from,  or  approach  to,  consistency  with 
this  doctrine.  The  first,  implying  as  it  does  that  relation  is 
not  merely  a  subjective  result  in  our  minds  from  the  com- 
parison of  ideas,  but  belongs  to  the  ideas  themselves,  is  most 
obviously  inconsistent  with  it  according  to  the  form  in  which 
it  is  presented  by  Locke ;  but  the  second  is  equally  incom- 
patible with  Hume's  completion  of  the  doctrine,  for  it  implies 
that  we  so  compare  ideas  as  to  acquire  an  idea  of  relation 
other  than  the  ideas  put  together — an  idea  at  once  open  to 
Hume's  own  challenge,  'Is  it  a  colour,  sound,  smell,  &c.;  or 
is  it  a  passion  or  emotion  ? ' 

298.  We  are  thus  brought  to  the  third  statement,  ac- 
cording to  which  philosophical  relation,  instead  of  being 
an  idea  acquired  upon  comparison,  is  itself  the  compari- 
son. A  comparison  of  ideas  may  seem  not  far  removed 
from  the  simple  sequence  of  resembling  ideas ;  but  if  we 
examine  the  definition  of  cause,  as  stated  above,  which 
with  Hume  corresponds  to  the  view  of  the  relation  of  cause 
and  effect  as  a  ^philosophical '  one,  we  find  that  the  relation 
in  question  is  neither  a  comparison  of  the  related  objects 
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nor  an  idea  which  arises  upon  snch  comparison.  According 
to  his  statement  Ajeomparisfm  Ja  indeed  necessary  to  give  us 
an  idea— q£. the.,  relation — sl  .comparison,  however,  not  of 
the  objects  which  we  reckon  seTerallj  cause  and  effect  with 
each  -other,  but  (a)  of  each  of  the  two  objects  with  other 
like  objects,  and  (2t)  of  the  relation  of  precedency  and  con- 
tiguity between  the  two  objects  with  that  previously  observed 
between  the  like  objects.  Now,  unless  the  idea  of  relation 
between  objects  iu  the  way  of  cause  and  effect  is  one  that 
consists  in,  or  is  acquired  by,  comparison  of  those  objecUy  the 
fact  that  another  sort  of  comparison  is  necessary  to  consti- 
tute it  does  not  touch  the  question  of  its  possibiUty.  How- 
ever we  come  to  have  it,  however  reducible  to  impressions 
the  objects  may  be,  it  is  not  only  other  than  the  idea  of 
either  object  taken  singly ;  it  is  not,  as  an  idea  of  resem- 
blance might  be  supposed  to  be,  constituted  by  the  joint 
presence  or  immediate  sequence  upon  each  other  of  the 
objects.  Here,  then,  is  an  idea  which  is  not  taken  either 
from  an  impression  or  from  a  compound  of  impressions  (if 
such  composition  be  possible),  and  this  idea  is  ^  the  source  of 
all  our  reasonings  concerning  matters  of  fact.' 

299.  The  modem  followers  of  Hume  may  perhaps  seek  The  com- 
refrige  in  the  consideration  that  though  the  relation  of  cause  panson  u 
and  effect  between  objects  is  not  one  in  the  way  of  resem-  pp^J^ 
blance  or  one  of  which  the  idea  is  given  by  comparison  of  the  and  p«8t 
objects,  it  yet  results  from  comparisons,  which  may  be  sup-  ^f^ceT 
posed  to  act  like  chemical  substances  whose  combination  BioQ  of  ob- 
produces  a  substance  with  properties  quite  different  from  J^**' 
those  of  the  combined  substances,  whether  taken  separately 
or  together.     Some  anticipation  of  such  a  solution,  it  may  be 
said,  we  find  in  Hume  himself,  who  is  aware  that  from  the 
repetition  of  impressions  of  sense  and  their  ideas  new,  hetero- 
geneous, impressions — ^those  of  ^  reflection ' — are  formed.    Of 
this  more  will  be  said  when  we  come  to  Hume's  treatment  of 
cause  and  effect  as  a  ^  natural  relation.'    For  the  present  we 
have  to  enquire  what  exactly  is  implied  in  the  comparisons 
from  which  this  heterogeneous  idea  of  relation  is  derived. 
If  we  look  closely  we  shall  find  that  they  presuppose  a  con- 
sciousness of  relations  as  little  reducible  to  resemblance,  {.  e. 
as  little  the  result  of  comparison,  as  that  of  cause  and  effect 
itself.    It  has  been  already  noticed  how  Hume  treats  the 
judgment  of  proportion  between  figures  as  a  mere  affair  of 
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sense,  because  such  relation  depends  entirely  on  the  ideaa 
compared,  without  reflecting  that  the  existence  of  the  figures 
presupposes  those  relations  of  space  to  which,  because  (as  he 
admits)  they  do  not  depend  on  the  comparison  of  ideas,  the 
only  excuse  for  reckoning  any  relation  sensible  does  not  ap- 
ply. In  the  same  way  he  contents  himself  with  the  fact  that 
the  judgment  of  cause  and  effect  implies  a  comparison  of 
present  with  past  experience,  and  may  thus  be  brought  under 
his  definition  of  *  philosophical  relation,'  without  observing 
thai  the  experiences  compared  are  themselves  by  no  means 
reducible  to  comparison.  We  judge  that  an  object,  which 
we  now  find  to  be  precedent  and  contiguous  to  another,  is  its 
cause  when,  comparing  present  experience  with  past,  we  find 
that  it  always  has  been  so.  That  in  effect  is  Hume's  account 
of  the  relation,  '  considered  as  a  philosophical  one : '  and  it 
implies  that  the  constitution  of  the  several  experiences  com- 
pared involves  two  sorts  of  relation  which  Hume  admits  not 
to  be  derived  firom  comparison,  (a)  relation  in  time  and  place, 
[h)  relation  in  the  way  of  identity, 
Observa-  \  800.  As  to  relations  in  time  and  space,  we  have  already 
^?^^^!;^T.  Weed  out  the  inconsistencies  which  attend  Hume's  attempt 
already       tjo  represent  them  as  compound  ideas.     The  statement  at  the 

^ndsense  }>^^^^^^S  ^^  P^*^^  ^^^'>  ^^^  ^^^J  ^^  relations  not  dependent 
.on  the  nature  of  compared  ideas,  is  itself  a  confession  that 
such  representation  is  erroneous.  If  the  difliculty  about  the 
synthesis  of  successive  feelings  in  a  consciousness  that  con- 
sists merely  of  the  succession  could  be  overcome,  we  might 
admit  that  the  putting  together  of  ideas  might  constitute 
such  an  idea  of  relation  as  depends  on  the  nature  of  the  com- 
bined ideas.  But  no  combination  of  ideas  can  yield  a  relation 
which  remains  the  same  while  the  ideas  change,  and  changes 
while  they  remain  the  same.  -  Thus,. when  Hume  tells  us.that 
*  in  none  of  the  observations  we  may  make  concerning  relar 
tions  of  time  and  place  can  the  mind  go  beyond  what  is 
immediately  present  to  the  senses^  to.  discover,  the  .relations 
of  objects,'  *  the  statement  contradicts  itself.  Either  we  can 
make  no  observation  concerning  relation  in  time  and  place 
at  all,  or  in  making  it  we  already  *  go  beyond  what  is  im- 
mediately present  to  the  senses,'  since  we  observe  what  is 
neither  a  feeling  nor  several  feelings  put  together.  If  then 
Hume  had  succeeded  in  his  reduction  of  reasoning  from 
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cause  or  effect  to  observation  of  this  kind,  as  modified  in  a 
certain  way  by  habit,  the  purpose  for  which  the  reduction  is 
attempted  would  not  have  been  attained.  The  separation 
between  perception  and  influence,  between  *  intuition '  and 
*  discourse,'  would  have  been  got  rid  of,  but  inference  and 
discourse  would  not  therefore  have  been  brought  nearer  to 
the  mere  succession  of  feelings,  for  the  separation  between 
feeling  and  perception  would  remain  complete;  and  that 
being  so,  the  question  would  inevitably  recur — If  the  *  obser- 
vation' of  objects  as  related  in  space  and  time  already 
involves  a  transition  from  the  felt  to  the  unfelt,  what  greater 
difficulty  is  there  about  the  interpretation  of  a  feeling  as  a 
change  to  be  accounted  for  (which  is  what  is  meant  by  infer- 
ence to  a  cause),  that  we  should  do  violence  to  the  sciences 
by  reducing  it  to  repeated  observation  lest  it  should  seem 
that  in  it  we  *  go  beyond '  present  feeling? 

801.  Relation  in  the  way  of  identity  is  treated  by  Hume  Ab  also 
in  the  third  part  of  the  Treatise^  pretty  much  as  he  treats  ^^^  ^^^ 
contiguity  and  distance.     He  admits  that  it  does  not  depend  tion  oon- 
on  the  nature  of  any  ideas  so  related — in  other  words,  that  eeming  ^ 
it  is  not  constituted  by  feelings  as  they  would  be  for  a  merely  i^hUh^fho 
feeling  consciousness — ^yet  he  denies  that  the  mind  *  in  any  com- 
observations  we  may  make  concerning  it'  can  go  beyond  f^Jy^. 
what  is  immediately  present  to  the  senses.     Directly  after- 
wards, however,  we  find  that  there  is  a  judgment  of  identity 
which  involves  a  *  conclusion  beyond  the  impressions  of  our 
senses ' — the  judgment,  namely,  that  an  object  of  which  the 
perception  is  interrupted  continues  individually  the  same 
notwithstanding  the  interruption.     Such  a  judgment,  we  are 
told,  is  a  supposition  founded  only  on  the  connection  of  cause 
and  effect.    .How  any  *  observation  concerning  identity '  can 
be  made  without  it  is  not  there  explained,  and,  pending  such 
explanation,  observations  concerning  identity  are  freely  taken 
for  granted  as  elements  given  by  sense  in  the  experience 
from  which  the  judgment  of  cause  and  effect  is  derived.     In 
the  second  chapter  of  Part  iv.,  however,  where  *  belief  in 
an  external  world '  first  comes  to  be  explicitly  discussed  by 
Hume,  we  find  that  *  propensities  to  feign '  are  as  necessary 
to  account  for  the  judgment  of  identity  as  for  that  of  ne- 
cessary connection.    If  that  chapter  had  preceded,  instead  of 
following,  the  theory  of  cause  and  effect  as  given  in  Part  iii,, 
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the  latter  would  have  seemed  mucli  less  plain  sailing  than 
to  most  readers  it  has  done.  It  is  probably  because  nothing 
corresponding  to  it  appears  in  that  later  redaction  of  his 
theory  by  which  Hume  sought  popular  acceptance,  that  the 
true  suggestiveness  of  his  speculation  was  ignored,  and  the 
scepticism,  which  awakened  Kant,  reduced  to  the  common- 
places of  inductive  logic.  To  examine  its  purport  is  the  next 
step  to  be  taken  in  the  process  of  testing  the  possibility  of  a 
'  natural  history '  of  knowledge.  Its  bearing  on  the  doctrine 
of  cause  will  appear  as  we  proceed. 
Identity  of  302.  The  problem  of  identity  necessarily  arises  from  the 
objects  an  fogion  of  reality  and  feelingf.  We  must  once  again  recall 
able  crux  the  propositions  in  which  Hume  represents  this  fusion — ^that 
for  Hume.  <  everything  which  enters  the  miud  is  both  in  reality  and 
appearance  as  the  perception;'  that  ^so  far  as  the  senses 
aie  jndgeB,  all  perceptions  are  the  same  in  the  manner  of 
their  existence ; '  that  ^  perceptions '  are  either  impressions, 
or  ideas  which  are  ^  fainter  impressions ; '  and  ^  impressions 
are  internal  and  perishing  existences,  and  appear  as  such.' 
If  these  propositions  are  true — and  the  *  new  way  of  ideas  * 
inevitably  leads  to  them — ^how  is  it  that  we  believe  in  *  a  con- 
tiwued  existence  of  objects  even  when  they  are  not  present  to 
the  senses,'  and  an  existence  '  distinct  from  the  mind  and 
perception'?  They  are  the  same  questions  from  which 
Berkeley  derived  his  demonstration  of  an  eternal  mind — a 
demonstration  premature  because,  till  the  doctrine  of '  ideas,' 
and  of  mind  as  their  subject,  had  been  definitely  altered  in  a 
way  that  Berkeley  did  not  attempt,  it  was  explaining  a  belief 
difficult  to  account  for  by  one  wholly  unaccountable.  Before 
Theism  could  be  exhibited  with  the  necessity  which  Locke 
claimed  for  it,  it  was  requisite  to  try  what  could  be  done 
with  association  of  ideas  and  ^  propensities  to  feign '  in  the 
way  of  accounting  for  the  world  of  knowledge,  in  order  that 
upon  their  failure  another  point  of  departure  than  Locke's 
might  be  found  necessary.  The  experiment  was  made  by 
Hisac-  Hume.  He  has  the  merit,  to  begin  with,  of  stating  the 
count  of  it  nature  of  identity  with  a  precision  which  we  found  wanting 
in  Locke.  ^  In  that  proposition,  an  object  is  the  same  with 
itself y  if  the  idea  expressed  by  the  word  object  were  no  ways 
distinguished  from  that  meant  by  itself,  we  really  should 
mean  nothing.'  *  On  the  other  hand,  a  multiplicity  of  objects 
can  never  convey  the  idea  of  identity,  however  resembling 
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ihey  may  be  supposed.  •  •  •  Since  then  both  number 
and  unity  are  incompatible  with  the  relation  of  identity,  it 
must  lie  in  something  that  is  neither  of  them.  But  at  first 
sight  this  seems  impossible.'  The  explanation  is  that  when 
'  we  say  that  an  object  is  the  same  with  itself,  we  mean  that 
the  object  existent  at  one  time  is  the  same  with  itself  existent 
at  another.  By  this  means  we  make  a  difference  betwixt  the 
idea  meant  by  the  word  object  and  that  meant  by  itself  with- 
out  going  the  length  of  number,  and  at  the  same  time  with- 
out  restraining  ourselves  to  a  strict  and  absolute  muty.'  In 
other  words,  identity  means  the  unity  of  a  thing  through  a 
multiplicity  of  times ;  or,  as  Hume  puts  it,  '  the  invariable- 
ness  and  uninterruptedness  of  any  object  through  a  supposed 
variation  of  time.* ' 

803.  Now  that  ^  an  object  exists '  can  with  Hume  mean  no  Properij 
more  than  that  an  *  impression  *  is  felt,  and  without  sue-  ^^  ^*™ 
cession  of  feelings  according  to  him  there  is  no  time.'    It  fiction,  in 
follows  that  unity  in  the  existence  of  the  object,  being  in-  *Je  ^^^ 
compatible  with  tniccession  of  feelings,  is  incompatible  also  ^^y^  qq 
with  existence  in  time.      Either  then  the  unity  of  the  object  "^cl^  id®*' 
or  its  existence  at  manifold  times — both  being  inyolved  in 
the  conception  of  identity — must  be  a  fiction ;  and  since  '  all 
impressions  are  perishing  existences,'  perishing  with  a  turn 
of  the  head  or  the  eyes,  it  cannot  be  doubted  which  it  is  that 
is  the  fiction.     That  the  existence  of  an  object,  which  we 
call  the  same  with  itself,  is  broken  by  as  many  intervals  of 
time  as  there  are  successive  and  different,  however  resembling, 
'  perceptions,*  must  be  the  fact ;   that  it  should  yet  be  one 
throughout  the  intervals  is  a  fiction  to  be  accounted  for.     \ 
Hume  accounts  for  it  by  supposing  that  when  the  separate       \ 
*  perceptions '  have  a  strong  *  natural  relation  *  to  each  other        \ 
in  the  way  of  resemblance,  the  transition  from  one  to  the 
other  is  so  ^  smooth  and  easy '  that  we  are  apt  to  take  it  for 
the  ^  same  disposition  of  mind  with  which  we  consider  one 
constant  and  uninterrupted  perception ;  *  and  that,  as  a  con-         ' 
sequence  of  this  mistake,  we  make  the  further  one  of  taking 
the  successive  resembling  perceptions  for  an  identical,  i.e. 
uninterrupted  as  well  as  invariable  object.*    But  we  cannot  Yet  he  im- 
mistake  one  object  for  another  unless  we  have  an  idea  of  that  pli^  that 
other  object.     If  then  we  *  mistake  the  succession  of  our  J^^^^  j^e^ 

'  Fjy,  480,  490.  perceptions,  we  have  no  notion  of  time.' 

»  'Whererer  we  have  no  successive      (p.  342).  •  P.  492. 
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interrupted  perceptions  for  an  identical  object/  it  follows 
that  we  have  an  idea  of  such  an  object — of  a  thing  one  with 
itflelf  throughout  the  succession  of  impressions — ^an  idea 
which  can  be  a  copy  neither  of  any  one  of  the  impressions 
nor,  even  if  successive  impressions  could  put  themselves 
together,  of  all  so  put  together.  Such  an  idea  being  accord- 
ing to  Hume's  principles  impossible,  the  appearance  of  our 
having  it  was  the  fiction  he  had  to  account  for ;  and  he  ac- 
counts for  it,  as  we  find,  by  a  ^  habit  of  mind '  which  already 
presupposes  it.  His  procedure  here  is  just  the  same  as  in 
dealing  with  the  idea  of  vacuum.  In  that  case,  as  we  saw, 
having  to  account  for  the  appearance  of  there  being  the  im- 
possible idea  of  pure  space,  he  does  so  by  showing,  that  having 
'  an  idea  of  distance  not  fiUed  with  any  coloured  or  tangible 
object,'  we  mistake  this  for  an  idea  of  extension,  and  hence 
suppose  that  the  latter  may  be  invisible  and  intangible.  He 
thus  admits  an  idea,  virtually  the  same  with  the  one  ex- 
cluded, as  the  source  of  the  *  tendency  to  suppose'  which  is 
to  replace  the  excluded  idea.  So  in  his  account  of  identity. 
Either  the  habit,  in  virtue  of  which  we  convert  resembling 
perceptions  into  an  identical  object,  is  what  Hume  admits  to 
be  a  contradiction,  *a  habit  acquired  by  what  was  never 
present  to  the  mind ; '  *  or  the  idea  of  identity  must  be  present 
to  the  mind  in  order  to  render  the  habit  possible. 

304.  The  device  by  which  this  petitio  principii  is  covered 
is  one  already  familiar  to  us  in  Hume.  In  this  case  it  is  so 
palpable  that  it  is  difficult  to  believe  he  was  unconscious  of 
it.  As  he  has  *  to  account  for  the  belief  of  the  vulgar  with 
regard  to  the  existence  of  body,'  he  will  *  entirely  conform 
himself  to  their  manner  of  thinking  and  expressing  them- 
selves ; '  in  other  words,  he  wiU  assume  the  fiction  in  question 
as  the  beginning  of  a  process  by  which  its  formation  is  to  be 
accounted  for.  The  vulgar  make  no  distinction  between 
thing  and  appearance.  *  Those  very  sensations  which  enter 
by  the  eye  or  ear  are  with  them  the  true  objects,  nor  can  they 
readily  conceive  that  this  pen  or  this  paper,  which  is  im- 
mediately perceived,  represents  another  which  is  diflFerent 
from,  but  resembling  it.  In  order  therefore  to  accommodate 
myself  to  their  notions,  I  shall  at  first  suppose  that  there  is 
only  a  single  existence,  which  I  shall  call  indifierently  object 
and  perceptioriy  according  as  it  shall  seem  best  to  suit  my 
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purpose,  onderstanding  by  both  of  them  what  any  common 
man  may  mean  by  a  hat,  or  shoe,  or  stone,  or  any  other  im- 
pression conveyed  to  him  by  his  senses.' '  Now  it  is  of  course 
true  that  the  vulgar  are  innocent  of  the  doctrine  of  repre- 
sentative ideas.  They  do  not  suppose  that  this  pen  or  this 
paper,  which  is  immediately  perceived,  represents  another 
which  is  different  from,  but  resembling,  it ;  but  neither  do 
they  suppose  that  this  pen  or  this  paper  is  a  sensation.  It 
is  the  intellectual  transition  from  this,  that,  and  the  other  suc- 
cessive sensations  to  this  pen  or  this  paper,  as  the  identical 
object  to  which  the  sensations  are  referred  as  qualities,  that 
is  unaccountable  if,  according  to  Hume's  doctrine,  the  suc- 
cession of  feelings  constitutes  our  consciousness.  In  the  pas- 
sage quoted  he  quietly  ignores  it,  covering  his  own  reduction 
of  felt  thing  to  feeling  under  the  popular  identification  of 
the  real  thing  with  the  perceived.  With  ^  the  vulgar '  that 
which  is  *  immediately  perceived '  is  the  real  thing,  just  be- 
cause it  is  not  the  mere  feeling  which  with  Hume  it  is.  But 
under  pretence  of  provisionally  adopting  the  vulgar  view,  he 
entitles  himself  to  treat  the  mere  feeling,  because  according 
to  him  it  is  that  which  is  immediately  perceived,  as  if  it  were 
the  permanent  identical  thing,  which  according  to  the  vulgar 
is  what  is  immediately  perceived. 

305.  Thus  without  professedly  admitting  into  conscious-  Fiction  of 
ness  anything  but  the  succession  of  feelings  he  gets  such  in-  jdentity 
dividual  objects  as  Locke  would  have  called  objects  of  ^  actual  piied  as 
present  sensation.'     When  *  I  survey  the  furniture  of  my  "J^"^®  ^^ 
chamber,'  according  to  him,  I  see  sundry  *  identical  objects ' —  peL^ty" 
this  chair,  this  table,  this  inkstand,  &c.*     So  far  there  is  no  ^^»<^^  "  <» 
fiction  to  be  accounted  for.     It  is  only  when,  having  left  my  ^^"^    ' 
chamber  for  an  interval  and  returned  to  it,  I  suppose  the 
objects  which  I  see  to  be  identical  with  those  I  saw  before, 
that  the  *  propensity  to  feign  *  comes  into  play,  which  has  to 
be  explained  as  above.     But  in  fact  the  original  ^  survey ' 
during  which,  seeing  the  objects,  I  suppose  them  to  continue 
the  same  with  themselves,  involves  precisely  the  same  fiction. 
In  that  case,  says  Hume,  I  ^  suppose  the  change '  (which  is  ne- 
cessary to  constitute  the  idea  of  identity)  *  to  lie  only  in  the 
time.'     But  without  ^succession   of  perceptions,'  different 
however  resembling,  there  could  according  to  him  be  no 
change  of  time.     The  continuous  survey  of  this  table,  or  this 

»  P.  401.  •  P.  403. 
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chair,  then,  involves  the  notion  of  its  remaining  the  same 
with  itself  throughout  a  succession  of  diflFerent  perceptions — 
i.e.  the  fall-grown  fiction  of  identity — just  as  much  as  does 
the  supposition  that  the  table  I  see  now  is  identical  with  the 
one  I  saw  before.  The  *  reality,'  confusion  with  which  of  *  a 
smooth  passage  along  resembling  ideas '  is  supposed  to  con- 
stitute the  *  fiction,'  is  already  itself  the  fiction — the  fiction 
of  an  object  wliich  must  be  other  than  our  feelings,  since  it 
is  permanent  while  they  are  successive,  yet  so  related  to  them 
that  in  virtue  of  reference  to  it,  instead  of  being  merely  differ- 
ent from  each  other,  they  become  changes  of  a  thing. 

306.  Having  thus  in  effect  imported  all  three  ^  fictions  of 
imagination ' — identity,  continued  existence,  and  existence 
distinct  from  perception — into  the  original  *  perception,' 
Hume,  we  may  think,  might  have  saved  himself  the  trouble 
of  treating  i^em  as  separate  and  successive  formations. 
Unless  he  had  so  treated  them,  however,  his  'natural 
history '  of  consciousness  would  have  been  far  less  imposing 
than  it  is.  The  device,  by  which  he  represents  the  *  vulgar  * 
belief  in  the  reality  of  the  felt  thing  as  a  belief  that  the 
mere  feeling  is  the  real  object,  enables  him  also  to  represent 
the  identity,  which  a  smooth  transition  along  closely  resem- 
bling sensations  leads  us  to  suppose,  as  still  merely  identity  of 
3, perception,  *  The  very  image  which  is  present  to  the  senses 
is  with  us  the  real  body;  and  'tis  to  these  interrupted  images 
we  ascribe  a  perfect  identity.'  ^  The  identity  lying  thus  in 
the  images  or  appearances,  not  in  anything  to  which  they 
are  referred,  a  further  fiction  seems  to  be  required  by  which 
we  may  overcome  the  contradiction  between  the  interruption 
of  the  appearances  and  their  identity — the  fiction  of  *a  con- 
tinued being  which  may  fill  the  intervals'  between  the 
appearances.'  That  a  *  propension  '  towards  such  a  fiction 
would  naturally  arise  from  the  uneasiness  caused  by  such  a 
contradiction,  we  may  readily  admit.  The  question  is  how 
the  propension  can  be  satisfied  by  a  supposition  which  is 
merely  another  expression  for  one  of  the  contradictory 
beliefs.  What  difference  is  there  between  the  appearance 
of  a  perception  and  its  existence,  that  interruption  of  the 
perception,  though  incompatible  with  unihterruptedness  in 
its  appearance,  should  not  be  so  with  uninterruptedness  in 
its  existence  P     It  may  be  answered  that  there  is  just  the 
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difference  between  relation  to  a  feeling  subject  and  relation  Can  per- 
to  a  thinking:  one — between  relation  to  a  consciousness  ceptions 
wluch  is  in  time,  or  successive,  and  relation  to  a  thinking  not  per- 
Bubject  which,  not  being  itself  in  time,  is  the  source  of  that  ceivod? 
determination  by  permanent  conditions,  which  is  what  is 
meant  by  the  real  existence  of  a  perceived  thing.  But  to 
Hume,  who  expressly  excludes  such  a  subject — with  whom 
*it exists  '  =  *it  is  felt' — such  an  answer  is  inadmissible.  He 
can,  in  fact,  only  meet  the  difficulty  by  supposing  the  exist- 
ence of  unfelt  feelings,  of  unperceived  perceptions.  The 
appearance  of  a  perception  is  its  presence  to  *  what  we  call 
a  mind,'  which  ^  is  nothing  but  a  heap  or  collection  of  dif- 
ferent perceptions,  united  together  by  certain  relations,  and 
supposed,  though  falsely,  to  be  endowed  with  a  perfect 
simplicity  and  identity.'  *  To  consider  a  perception,  then, 
as  existing  though  not  appearing  is  merely  to  consider  it  as 
detached  from  this  *  heap '  of  other  perceptions  which,  on 
Hume's  principle  that  whatever  is  distinguishable  is  separ- 
able, is  no  more  impossible  than  to  distinguish  one  percep- 
tion from  all  others.*  In  fact,  however,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
supposed  detachment  is  the  very  opposite  of  such  distinction. 
A  perception  distinguished  from  all  others  is  determined  by 
that  distinction  in  the  fullest  possible  measure.  A  percep- 
tion detached  from  all  others,  left  out  of  the  *heap  which  we 
call  a  mind,'  being  out  of  all  relation,  has  no  qualities — is 
simply  nothing.  We  can  no  more  *  consider '  it  than  we 
can  see  vacancy.  Yet  it  is  by  the  consideration  of  such 
nonentity,  by  supposing  a  world  of  unperceived  perceptions, 
of  *  existences '  without  relation  or  quality,  that  the  mind, 
according  to  Hume — itself  only  ^  a  heap  of  perceptions ' — 
arrives  at  that  fiction  of  a  continued  being  which,  as  in- 
volved in  the  supposition  of  identity,  is  the  condition  of  our 
believing  in  a  world  of  real  things  at  all. 

807.  It  is  implied,  then,  in  the  process  by  which,  accord-  Existence 
ing  to  Hume,  the  fiction  of  a  continued  being  is  arrived  at,  jiBtmct^' 
that  this  being  is  supposed  to  be  not  only  continued  but  from  per- 
*  distinct  from  the  mind  '  and  '  independent '  of  it.     With  f^^^^^'  * 
Hume,  however,  the  supposition  of  a  distinct  and  *independ-  Hciion  still, 
ent '  existence  of  the  perception  is  quite  different  from  that  of 
a  distinct  and  independent  object  other  than  the  perception. 
The  former  is  the  *  vulgar  hypothesis,'  and  though  a  fiction, 

'  P.  496.  «  Ibid. 
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it  is  also  a  universal  belief:  the  latter  is  the  ^philosophical 
hypothesis/  which,  if  it  has  a  tendency  to  obtain  belief  at 
all,  at  any  rate  derives  that  tendency,  in  other  words  '  ac- 
quires all  its  influence  over  the  imagination,'  from  the  vulgar 
one.^  Just  as  the  belief  in  the  independent  and  continued 
existence  of  perceptions  results  from  an  instinctive  eflfbrt 
to  escape  the  uneasiness,  caused  by  the  contradiction  between 
the  interruption  of  resembling  perceptions  and  their  imagined 
identity,  so  the  contradiction  between  this  belief  and  the 
evident  dependence  of  all  perceptions  *  on  our  organs  and  the 
disposition  of  our  nerves  and  animal  spirits'  leads  to  the  doc- 
trine of  representative  ideas  or  *  the  double  existence  of  per- 
ceptions and  objects.'  *  This  philosophical  system,  therefore,  is 
the  monstrous  ofispring  of  two  principles  which  are  contrary 
to  each  other,  which  are  both  at  once  embraced  by  the  mind 
and  which  are  unable  mutually  to  destroy  each  other.  The 
imagination  tells  us  that  our  resembling  perceptions  have  a 
continued  and  uninterrupted  existence,  and  are  not  anni- 
hilated by  their  absence.  Beflection  tells  us  that  even  our 
resembling  perceptions  are  interrupted  in  their  existence 
and  different  from  each  other.  The  contradiction  betwixt 
these  opinions  we  elude  by  a  new  fiction  which  is  conformable 
to  the  hypotheses  both  of  reflection  and  fancy,  by  ascribing 
these  contrary  qualities  to  different  existences;  the  inter- 
ruption to  perceptionSy  and  the  continuance  to  objects.^ 

308.  Here,  again,  we  find  that  the  contradictory  an- 
nouncements, which  it  is  the  object  of  this  new  fiction  to 
elude,  are  virtually  the  same  as  those  implied  in  that  judg- 
ment of  identity  which  is  necessary  to  the  *  perception '  of 
this  pen  or  this  paper.  That  *  interruption  of  our  resembling 
perceptions,'  of  which  *  reflection '  (in  the  immediate  context 
'Reason')  is  here  said  to  *  tell  us,'  is  merely  that  difference  in 
time,  or  succession,  which  Hume  everywhere  else  treats  as  a 
datum  of  sense,  and  which,  as  he  points  out,  is  as  necessary 
a  factor  in  the  idea  of  identity,  as  is  the  imagination  of  an 
existence  continued  throughout  the  succession.  Thus  the 
contradiction,  which  suggests  this  philosophical  fiction  of 
double  existence,  has  been  already  present  and  overcome  in 
every  perception  of  a  qualified  object.  Nor  does  the  fiction 
itself,  by  which  the  contradiction  is  eluded,  differ  except 
verbally  from  that  suggested  by  the  contradiction  between 


»  P.  500. 


«  P.  502. 


HOW  CAN  IT  BE  DISPENSED  WITH?  261 

the  interruption  and  the  identity  of  perceptions.  What 
power  is  there  in  the  word  *  object'  that  the  supposition  of 
an  unperceived  existence  of  perceptions,  continued  while  their 
appearance  is  broken,  should  be  an  unavoidable  fiction  of  the 
imagination,  while  that  of  ^  the  double  existence  of  percep- 
tions and  objects '  is  a  gratuitous  fiction  of  philosophers,  of 
which  *  vulgar '  thinking  is  entirely  innocent  ? 

309.  That  it  is  gratuitous  we  may  readily  admit,  but  only  Axe  the^ 
because  a  recognition  of  the  function    pf  the   Ego  in  the  yoivodin 
primary  constitution  of  the  qualified  individual  object— this  the  aim- 
pen  or  this  paper— renders  it  superfluous.   To  the  philosophy,  JlJ^^^r 
however,  in  which  Hume  was  bred,  the  perception  of  a  quali- 
fied object  was  simply  a  feeling.     No  intellectual  synthesis  of 
successive  feelings  was  recognized  as  involved  in  it.     It  was 
only  so  far  as  the  dependence  of  the  feeling  on  our  organs,  in 
the  absence  of  any  clear  distinction  between  feeling  and  felt 
thing,  seemed  to  imply  a  dependent  and  broken  existence  of 
the  thing,  that  any  difficulty  arose — a  difficulty  met  by  the 
supposition   that  the  felt  thing,  whose  existence  was  thus 
broken  and  dependent,  represented  an  unfelt  and  permanent 
thing  of^whichit  is  a  copy  or  eSect.      To  the  Berkeleian  ob-X 
jections,  already  fatal  to  this  supposition,  Hume  has  his  own     | 
to  add,  viz.  that  we  can  have  no  idea  of  relation  in  the  way     1 
of  cause  and  effect  except  as  between  objects  which  we  have  / 
observed,  and  therefore  can  have  no  idea  of  it  as  existing 
between  a  perception  and  an  object  of  which  we  can  only  say 
that  it  is  not  a  perception.     Is  all  existence  then 
and  dependent'  ?    That  is  the  *  sceptical '  conclusion 
Hume  professes  to  adopt — subject,  however,  to  the  condition 
of  accounting  for  the  contrary  supposition  (without  which, 
as  he  has  to  admit,  we  coidd  not  thinkor  speak,  and  which 
alone  gives  a  meaning  to  his  own  phraseology  about  impres- 
sions and  ideas)  as  a  fiction  of  the  imagination.     He  does 
this,  as  we  have  seen,  by  tracing  a  series  of  contradictions, 
with  corresponding  hypotheses  invented,  either  instinctively 
or  upon  reflection,  in  order  to  escape  the  uneasiness  which 
they  cause,  all  ultimately  due  to  our  mistaking  similar  suc- 
cessive feelings  for  an  identical  object.     Of  such  an  object, 
then,  we  must  have  an  idea  to  begin  with,  and  it  is  an  object 
permanent  throughout  a  variation  of  time,  which  means  a 
succession  of  feelings ;  in  other  words,  it  is  a  felt  thing,  as 
distinct  from  feelings  but  to  which  feelings  are  referred  as 
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its  qualities.  Thus  the  most  primary  perception — that  in 
default  of  which  Hume  would  have  no  reality  to  oppose  to 
fiction,  nor  any  point  of  departure  for  the  supposed  construc- 
tion of  fictions — already  implies  that  transformation  of  feel- 
ings into  changing  relations  of  a  thing  which,  preventing 
any  incompatibility  between  the  perpetual  brokenness  of  the 
feeling  and  the  permanence  of  the  thing,  *  eludes '  by  antici- 
pation all  the  contradictions  which,  according  to  Hume,  we 
only  ^elude'by  speaking  as  if  we  had  ideas  that  we  have  not, 
310.  ^Ideas  that  we  have  not ;'  for  no  one  of  the  fictions  by 
which  we  elude  the  contradictions,  nor  indeed  any  one  of  the 
contradictory  judgments  themselves,  can  be  taken  to  repre- 
sent an  *  idea '  according  to  Hume's  account  of  ideas.  He 
allows  himself  indeed  to  speak  of  our  having  ideas  of  iden- 
tical objects,  such  as  this  table  while  I  see  or  toucli  it — though 
in  this  case,  as  has  been  shown,  either  the  object  is  not 
identical  or  the  idea  of  it  cannot  be  copied  from  an  impies- 
sion — and  of  our  transferring  this  idea  to  resembling  but 
interrupted  perceptions.  But  the  supposition  to  which  the 
contradiction  involved  in  this  transference  gives  rise — the 
supposition  that  the  perception  continues  to  exist  when  it  is 
not  perceived — is  shown  by  the  very  statement  of  it  to  be 
no  possible  copy  of  an  impression.  Yet  according  to  Hume  it 
is  a  ^  belief,'  and  a  belief  is  ^  a  lively  idea  associated  with  a 
present  impression.'  What  then  is  the  impression  and  what 
the  associated  idea  P  ^  As  the  propensity  to  feign  the  con- 
tinued existence  of  sensible  objects  arises  from  some  lively 
impressions  of  the  memory,  it  bestows  a  vivacity  on  that 
fiction ;  or,  in  other  words,  makes  us  believe  the  continued 
existence  of  body.'  *  Well  and  good :  but  this  only  answers 
the  first  part  of  our  question.  It  tells  us  what  are  the  im- 
pressions in  the  supposed  case  of  belief,  but  not  what  is  the 
associated  idea  to  which  their  liveliness  is  communicated. 
To  say  that  it  arises  from  a  propensity  to  feign,  strong  in 
proportion  to  the  liveliness  of  the  supposed  impressions  of 
memory,  does  not  tell  us  of  what  impression  it  is  a  copy. 
Such  a  propensity  indeed  would  be  an  *  impression  of  reflec- 
tion,' but  the  fiction  itself  is  neither  the  propensity  nor  a 
copy  of  it.  The  only  possible  supposition  left  for  Hume 
would  be  that  it  is  a  'compound  idea ;'  but  what  combination 


'  P.  406. 


HUME'S  ACCOUNT  OF  EXPERIENCE.  203 

of  *  perceptions  *  can  amount  to  the  existence  of  perceptions 
when  they  are  not  perceived  ? 

311.  Prom  this  long  excursion  into  Hume's  doctrine  of  Cora- 
relation  in  the  way  of  identity — having  found  him  admitting  P^"8on  of 

explicitly  that    it  is    only  hy  n  <  fini-if»T»  -of -ihe    imaglliatiOir     experience 

that  we  identify  this  table  as  now  seen  with  this  table  as  ^j^^^jj^"** 
seen  an  hour  ago,  and  implicitly  that  the  same  fiction  is  in-  yields 
volved  in  the  perception  of  this  table  as  an  identical  object  ^lation 

or  CAUse 

even  when  hand  or  eye  is  kept  upon  it,  while  yet  he  says  and  effect, 
not  a  word  to  vindicate  the  possibility  of  such  a  fiction  for  P'®- 
a  faculty  which  can  merely  reproduce  and  combine  *  perish-  ju^ment 
ing  impressions' — we  return  to  consider  its  bearing  upon  of  identity; 
his  doctrine  of  relation  in  the  way  of  cause  and  effect.     Ac-  ^; 
cording  to  him,  as  we  saw,*  that  relation,  '  considered  as  \  r 
a  philosophical '  one,  is  founded  on  a  comparison  of  present  \ 
experience  with  past,  in  the  sense  that  we  regard  an  object, 
precedent  and  contiguous  to  another,  as  its  cause  when  all 
like  objects  have  been  found  similarly  related.    The  question 
then  arises  whether  the  experiences  compared — ^the  present 
and  the  past  alike — do  not  involve  the  fiction  of  identity 
along  with  the  whole  family  of  other  fictions  which  Hume 
affiliates  to  itP    Does  the  relation  of  precedence  and  sequence, 
which,  if  constant,  amounts  to  that  of  cause  and  effect, 
merely  mean  precedence  and  sequence  of  two  feelings,  in- 
definitely like  an  indefinite  number  of  other  feelings  that 
have  thus  the  one  preceded  and  the  other  followed ;  or  is  it 
a  relation  between  one  qualified  thing  or  definite  fact  always 
the  same  with  itself,  and  another  such  thing  or  fact  always 
the  same  with  itself  P     The  question  carries  its  own  answer. 
If  in  the  definition  quoted  Hume  used  the  phrase  '  all  like 
objects '  instead  of  the  *  same  object,'  in  order  to  avoid  the 
appearance  of  introducing  the  *  fiction '  of  identity  into  the 
definition  of  cause,  the  device  does  not  avail  him  much.  The 
effect  of  the  *  like'  is  neutralized  by  the  *  all.'     A  uniform  re- 
lation is  impossible  except  between  objects  of  which  each  has 
a  definite  identity. 

812.  When  Hume  has  to  describe  the  experience  which  without 
gives  the  idea  of  cause  and  effect,  he  virtually  admits  this,  ^e^g  g^^i^ 
*  The  nature  of  experience,'  he  tells  us,  *  is  this.    We  re-  be  no  re- 
member to  have  had  frequent  instances  of  the  existence  of  ^^^^^ 

•  Abore,  pars.  298  and  299. 
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oliject  SB     one  species  of  objects,  and  also  remember  that  the  indiYidaals 
obBeired      ^^  another  species  of  objects  have  always  attended  them,  and 
before.        have  existed  in  a  regular  order  of  contiguity  and  succession 
with  regard  to  them.     Thus  we  remember  to  have  seen  that 
species  of  object  we  call^me,  and  to  have  felt  that  species  of 
sensation  we  call  heat    We  likewise  call  to  mind  their  con- 
stant conjunction  in  all  past  instances.   Without  any  £Eurther 
ceremony  we  call  the  one  cause,  and  the  other  effect,  and 
infer  the  existence  of  the  one  from  the  other.'  ^     It  appears, 
then,  that  upon  experiencing  certain  sensations  of  sight  and 
touch,  we  recognize  each  as  *one  of  a  species  of  objects '  which 
we  remember  to  have  observed  in  certain  constant  relations 
before.     In  virtue  of  the  recognition  the  sensations  become 
severally  this  flame  and  this  heat;  and  in  virtue  of  the  remem- 
brance the  objects  thus  recognized  are  held  to  be  related  in 
the  way  of  cause  and  effect.     Now  it  is  clear  that  though  the 
recognition  takes  place  upon  occasion  of  a  feeling,  the  object 
recognized — this  flame  or  this  heat — is  by  no  means  the  feel- 
ing as  a  ^perishing  existence.'     Unless  the   feeling  were 
taken  to  represent  a  thing,  conceived  as  permanently  existing 
under  certain  relations  and  attributes — in  other  words,  unless 
it  were  identified  by  thought — it  would  be  no  definite  object, 
not  this  flame  or  this  heat,  at  all.     The  moment  it  is  named, 
it  has  ceased  to  be  a  feeling  and  become  a  felt  thing,  or,  in 
Hume's  language,  an  ^  individual  of  a  species  of  objects.'   And 
just  as  the  present  ^  perception '  is  the  recognition  of  such  an 
individual,  so  the  remembrance  which  determines  the  recog- 
nition is  one  wholly  different  from  the  return  with  lessened 
liveliness  of  a  feeling  more  strongly  felt  before.     According 
to  Hume's  own  statement,  it  consists  in  recalling  ^  frequent 
instances  of  the  existence  of  a  species  of  objects,'  It  is  remem- 
brance of  an  experience  in  which  every  feeling,  that  has  been 
attended  to,  has  been  interpreted  as  a  fresh  appearance  of 
some  qualified  object  that  ^  exists '  throughout  its  appear- 
ances— an  experience  which  for  that  reason  forms  a  con- 
nected whole.     If  it  were  not  so,  there  could  be  no  such 
comparison  of  the  relations  in  which  two  objects  are  now 
presented  with  those  in  which  they  have  always  been  pre- 
sented, as  that  which  according  to  Hume  determines  us  to 
regard  them  as  cause  and  effect.     The  condition  of  our  so 
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regarding  them  is  that  we  suppose  the  objects  now  presented 
to  be  f  Aa  same  with  those  of  which  we  have  had  previous 
experience.  It  is  only  on  supposition  that  a  certain  sensa- 
tion of  sight  is  not  merely  like  a  multitude  of  others^  but 
represents  the  same  object  as  that  which  I  have  previously 
known  as  flame,  that  I  infer  the  sequence  of  heat  and,  when 
it  does  follow,  regard  it  as  an  effect.  .  If  I  thought  that  the 
sensation  of  sight,  however  like  those  previously  referred  to 
flame,  did  not  represent  the  same  object,  I  should  nofc  infer 
heat  as  effect ;  and  conversely,  if,  having  identified  the  sensa- 
tion of  sight  as  representative  of  flame,  I  found  tibat  the 
inferred  heat  was  not  actually  felt,  I  should  judge  that  I 
was  mistaken  in  the  identification.  It  follows  that  it  is  only 
an  experience  of  identical,  and  by  consequence  related  and 
qualified,  objects,  of  which  the  memory  can  so  determine  a 
sequence  of  feelings  as  to  constitute  it  an  experience  of  cause 
and  effect.  Thus  the  perception  and  remembrance  upon 
which,  according  to  Hume,  we  judge  one  object  to  be  the 
cause  of  another,  alike  rest  on  the  ^  fictions  of  identity  and 
continued  existence.'  Without  these  no  present  experience 
would,  in  his  language,  be  an  instance  of  an  individual  of  a 
certain  species  existing  in  a  certain  relation,  nor  would  there 
be  a  past  experience  of  individuals  of  the  same  species,  by 
comparison  with  which  the  constancy  of  the  relation  might 
be  ascertained.  ^.  i^ 

31 3.  Against  this  derivation  of  the  conception  of  cause  and  Hume 
effect,  as  implying  that  of  identity,  may  be  urged  the  fact  ^t^n»^of 
that  when  we  would  ascertain  the  tenth  of  any  identification  identity 
we  do  so  by  reference  to  causes  and  effects.     As  Hume  him-  ^h^come 
self  puts  it  at  the  outset  of  his  discussion  of  causation,  an  before  the 
inference  of  identity  *  beyond  the  impressions  of  our  senses  ^^^®^* 
can  be  founded  only  on  the  connexion  of  cause  and  effect.'  .  .  . 
'  Whenever  we  discover  a  perfect  resemblance  between  a 
new  object  and  one  which  was  formerly  present  to  the  senses, 
we  consider  whether  it  be  common  in  that  species  of  objects; 
whether  possibly  or  probably  any  cause  could  operate  in 
producing  the  change  and  resemblance ;  and  according  as  we 
determine  concerning  these  causes  and  effects,  we  form  our 
judgment  concerniug  the  identity  of  the  object.'  *     This  ad- 
mission, it  may  be  said,  though  it  tells  against  Hume's  own 
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subsequent  explanation  of  identity  as  a  fiction  of  the  imagi- 
nation, is  equally  inconsistent  with  any  doctrine  that  would 
treat  identity  as  the  presupposition  of  inference  to  cause  or 
effect.  Now  undoubtedly  if  the  identity  of  interrupted  per- 
ceptions is  one  fiction  of  the  imagination  and  the  relation  of 
cause  and  effect  another,  each  resulting  from  *  custom,'  to 
say  with  Hume,  that  we  must  have  the  idea  of  cause  in  order  to 
arrive  at  the  supposition  of  identity,  is  logically  to  exclude  any 
derivation  of  that  idea  from  an  experience  which  involves 
the  supposition  of  identity.  The  *  custom '  which  generates 
the  idea  of  cause  must  have  done  its  work  before  that  which 
generates  the  supposition  of  identity  can  begin.  Hume  there- 
fore, after  the  admission  just  quoted,  was  not  entitled  to  treat 
the  inference  to  cause  or  effect  as  a  habit  derived  from  ex- 
perience of  identical  things.  But  it  is  otherwise  if  the  con- 
ceptions of  causation  and  identity  are  correlative — ^not  results 
of  experience  of  which  one  must  be  formed  before  the  other, 
but  co-ordinate  expressions  of  one  and  the  same  synthetic 
principle,  which  renders  experience  possible.  And  this  is 
the  real  state  of  the  case.  It  is  true,  as  Hume  points  out, 
that  when  we  want  to  know  whether  a  certain  sensation, 
precisely  resembling  one  that  we  have  previously  experienced, 
represents  the  same  object,  we  do  so  by  asking  how  other- 
Their  true  wise  it  Can  be  accounted  for.  If  no  difference  appears  in  its 
^^*'  antecedents  or  sequents,  we  identify  it — refer  it  to  the  same 
thing — as  that  previously  experienced;  for  its  relations 
(which,  since  it  is  an  event  in  time,  take  the  form  of  antece- 
dence and  sequence)  art  the  thing.  The  conceptions  of 
identity  and  of  relation  in  the  way  of  cause  and  effect  are  thus 
as  strictly  correlative  and  inseparable  as  those  of  the  thing 
and  of  its  relations.  Without  the  conception  of  identity  experi- 
ence would  want  a  centre,  without  that  of  cause  and  effect  it 
would  want  a  circumference.  Without  the  supposition  of 
objects  which  ^  existing  at  one  time  are  the  same  with  them- 
selves as  existing  at  other  times' — a  supposition  which  at 
last,  when  through  acquaintance  with  the  endlessness  of 
orderly  change  we  have  learnt  that  there  is  but  one  object 
for  which  such  identity  can  be  claimed  without  qualification, 
becomes  the  conception  of  nature  as  a  uniform  whole — ^there 
could  be  no  such  comparison  of  the  relations  in  which  an 
object  is  now  presented  with  those  in  which  it  has  been 
before  presented,  as  determines  us  to  reckon  it  the  cause  or 
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effect  of  another ;  bat  it  is  equally  true  that  it  is  ouly  by 
such  comparison  of  relations  that  the  identity  of  any  particu- 
lar object  can  be  ascertained.  ^' 

314.  Thus,  though  we  may  concede  to  Hume  that  neither  Home 
in  the  inference  to  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect  nor  in  the  ^'^'^  V^^ 
conclusions  we  draw  from  it  do  we  go  'beyond  experience/'  that  we  do 
this  will  merely  be,  if  his  account  of  it  as  a  'philosophical  not  go 
relation '  be  true,  because  in  experience  we  already  go  beyond  yond  sense 
sense.     *  There  is  nothing,'  says  Hume,  *  in  any  object  con-  p  peason- 
sidered  in  itself  that  can  afford  us  a  reason  for  drawing  a  jn^r-'^ 
conclnsion  beyond  it.'  * — a  statement  which  to  him  means  ception. 
that,  if  the  mind  really  passes  from  it  to  another,  this  is  only 
because  as  a  matter  of  fact  another  feeling  follows  on  the  first. 
But,  in  truth,  if  each  feeling  were  merely  *  considered  in  itself,' 
the  fact  that  one  follows  on  another  would  be  no  fact  for  the 
subject  of  the  feelings^  no  starting-point  of  intelligent  experience 
at  all ;   for  the  fact  is  the  relation  between  the  feelings — a 
relation  which  only  exists  for  a  subject  that  considers  neither 
feeling  ^  in  itself,'  as  a  ^  separate  and  perishing  existence,' 
but  finds  a  reality  in  the  determination  of  each  by  the  other 
which,  as  it  is  not  either  or  both  of  them,  so  survives,  while 
they  pass,  as  a  permanent  factor  of  experience.     Thus  in 
order  that  any  definite  *  object '  of  experience  may  exist  for 
us,  our  feelings  must  have  ceased  to  be  what  according  to 
Hume  they  are  in  themselves.     They  cease  to  be  so  in  virtue 
of  the  presence  to  them  of  the  Ego,  in  common  relation  to 
which  they  become  related  to  each  other  as  mutually  qualified 
members  of  a  permanent  system — a  system  which  at  first  for 
the  individual  consciousness  exists  only  as  a  forecast  or  in 
outline,  and  is  gradually  realized  and  filled  up  with  the 
accession  of  experience.     It  is  quite  true  that  nothing  more 
than  the  reference  to  such  a  system,  already  necessary  to 
constitute  the  simplest  object  of  experience,  is  involved  in 
that  interpretation  of  every  event  as  a  changed  appearance 
of  an  unchanging  order,  and  therefore  to  be  accounted  for, 
which  we  call  inference  to  a  cause  or  the  inference  of  neces- 
sary connection ;  or,  again,  in  the  identification  of  the  event, 
the  determination  of  its  particular  nature  by  the  discovery 
of  its  particular  cause. 

315.  The  supposed  difference  then  between  immediate  and  How  his 
mediate  cognition  is  no  absolute  difference.     It  is  not  a  nSghthare 

1  AboTe,  pnrti.  285  &  286.  '  P.  430  and  elsewhere. 
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been  difference  between  experience    and  a  process    that    goed 

deyeloped.   jjeyond  experience,  or  between  an  experience  unregulated 
by  a  conception  of  a  permanent  system  and  one  that  is  so, 
regulated.     It  lies  merely  in  the  degree  of  fullness  and  ar- 
ticulation which  that  conception  has  attained.     If  this  had 
been  what  Hume  meant  to  convey  in  his  assimilation  of 
inference  to  perception,  he  would  have  gone  &r  to  anticipate 
the  result  of  the  enquiry  which  Kant  started.    And  this  is 
what  he  might  have  come  to  mean  if,  instead  of  playing  fast 
and  loose  with  ^  impression '  and  ^  object,'  using  each   as 
plausibility  required  on  the  principle  of  accommodation  to  the 
'  vulgar,'  he  had  faced  the  consequence  of  his  own  implicit 
admission,  that  every  perception  of  an  object  as  identical  is  a 
*  fiction  *  in  which  we  go  beyond  present  feeling.     As  it  is, 
his  ^  scepticism  with  regard  to  the  senses '  goes  fSu:  enough 
to  empty  their  *  reports '  of  the  content  which  the  *  vulgar ' 
ascribe  to  them,  and  thus  to  put  a  breach  between  sense  and 
the  processes  of  knowledge,  but  not  far  enough  to  replace 
Ita  actual    the  ^  sensible  thing '  by  a  function  of  reason.     In  de&ult  of 
outcome,      ^jjq}^  replacement,  there  was  no  way  of  filling  the  breach  but 
to  bring  back  the  vulgar  theory  under  the  cover  of  habits 
and  ^  tendencies  to  feign,'  which  all  suppose  a  ready-made 
knowledge  of  the  sensible  thing  as  their  starting-point. 
Hence  the  constant  contradiction,  which  it  is  our  thankless 
task  to  trace,  between  his  solution  of  the  real  world  into  a 
succession  of  feelings  and  the  devices  by  which  he  sought  to 
make  room  in  his  system  for  the  actual  procedure  of  the  phy- 
sical sciences.     Conspicuous  among  these  is  his  allowance 
of  that  view  of  relation  in  the  way  of  cause  and  effect  as  an 
objective  reality,  which  is  represented  by  his  definition  of  it 
as  a  ^  philosophical  relation.'    It  is  in  the  sense  represented 
by  that  definition  that  his  doctrine  has  been  understood  and 
retained  by  subsequent  formulators  of  inductive  logic ;  but 
on  examining  it  in  the  light  of  his  own  statements  we  have 
found  that  the  relation,  as  thus  defined,  is  not  that  which 
his  theory  required,  and  as  which  to  represent  it  is  the  whole 
motive  of  his  disquisition  on  the  subject.     It  is  not  a  se- 
quence of  impression  upon  impression,  distinguished  merely 
by  its  constancy ;  nor  a  sequence  of  idea  upon  impression, 
distinguished  merely  by  that  transfer  of  liveliness  to  the  idea 
which  arises  from  the  constancy  of  its  sequence  upon  the  im- 
pression.    It  is  a  relation  between  *  objects '  of  which  each 
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is  what  it  is  only  as  '  an  instance  of  a  species '  that  exists 
continuonslj,  and  therefore  in  distinction  from  our  ^perishin^ 
impressions,'  according  to  a  regular  order  of  *  contiguity  and 
successioii.'  As  such  existence  and  order  are  by  Hume's 
own  showing  no  possible  impressions,  and  by  consequence 
no  possible  ideas,  so  neither  are  the  '  objects '  which  derive 
their  whole  character  from  them. 

816.  It  may  be  said,  however,  that  wherever  Hume  ad-  No  philo- 
mits  a  definition  purporting  to  be  of  a  *  philosophical  rela-  8<>p^'.ca1 
tion,'  he  does  so  only  as  an  accommodation,  and  under  warning  admissible 
that  every  such  relation  is  *  fictitious '  except  so  far  as  it  is  with  Hume 
equivalent  to  a  natural  one;  that  according  to  his  express  notderiyed 
statement  *  it  is  only  so  far  as  causation  is  o,  natural  relation,  ^^^  * 
and  produces  an  union  among  our  ideas,  that  we  are  able  to  qq^. 
reason  upon  it  or  draw  any  inference  from  it;'*  and  that 
therefore  it  is  only  by  his  definition  of  it  as  a  ^  natural  rela- 
tion '  that  he  is  to  be  judged.     Such  a  vindication  of  Hume 
would  be   more  true  than   effective.     That  with  him  the 
*  philosophical '  relation  of  cause  and  effect  is  *  fictitious,' 
with  all  the  fictitiousness  of  a  ^  continued  existence  distinct 
from  perceptions,'  is  what  it  has  been  the  object  of  the 
preceding  paragraphs  to  show.     But  the  fictitiousness  of  a 
relation  can  with  him  mean  nothing  else  than  that,  instead 
of  having  an  idea  of  it,  we  have  only  a  *  tendency  to  suppose ' 
that  we  have  such  an  idea.     Thus  the  designation  of  the 
philosophical  relation  of  cause  and  effect  carries  with  it  two 
conditions,  one  negative,  the  other  positive,  on  the  obser- 
vance of  which  the  logical  value  of  the  designation  depends. 
The  *  tendency  to  suppose '  must  not  after  all  be  itself  trans- 
lated into  the  idea  which  it  is  to  replace ;  and  it  imist  be 
accounted  for  as  derived  from  a  *  natural  relation '  which  is 
not  fictitious.     That  the  negative  condition  is  violated  by 
Hume,  we  have  sufficiently  seen.     He  treats  the  *  philo- 
sophical relation '  of  cause  and  effect,  in  spite  of  the  ^fictions' 
which  it  involves,  not  as  a  name  for  a  tendency  to  suppose  that 
we  have  an  idea  which  we  have  not,  but  as  itself  a  definite  idea 
on  which  he  founds  various  *  rules  for  judging  what  objects 
are  really  so  related  and  what  are  not.'"     That  the  positive 
condition  is  violated  also — that  the  *  natural  relation '  of 
cause  and  effect,  according  to  the  sense  in  which  his  definition 
of  it  is  meant  to  be  understood,  already  itself  involves  ^  fic- 

»  P.  304.  «  Part  m.  §  15. 


270 


GENERAL  INTRODUCTION. 


and  effect 
as  *  natural 
relation/ 


tions/  and  only  for  that  reason  is  a  possible  source  of  the 

*  philosophical ' — is-  what  we  have  next  to  show. 

Ezamina-        317.  That  definition,   it   will  be    remembered,   runs    as 
tioD  of  hi8  follows :   *  A  cause  is  an  obiect  precedent  and   contiguous 

account  ,  .        •     .  •  •        • 

of  cause  to  another,  and  so  united  with  it  in  the  imagination  that 
the  idea  of  the  one  determines  the  mind  to  form  the  idea 
of  the  other,  and  the  impression  of  the  one  to  form  a  more 
lively  idea  of  the  other.'  Now,  as  has  been  sufficiently  shown, 
the  object  of  an  idea  with  Hiime  can  properly  mean  nothing 
but  the  impression  from  which  the  idea  is  derived,  which 
again  is  only  the  liveher  idea,  even  as  the  idea  is  the  fainter 
impression.  The  idea  and  the  object  of  it,  then,  only  differ 
as  different  stages  in  the  vivacity  of  a  feeling.^  It  must  be 
remembered,  further,  in  regard  to  the  *  determination  of  the 
mind '  spoken  of  in  the  definition,  that  the  ^  mind'  accord- 
ing to  Hume  is  merely  a  succession  of  impressions  and  ideas, 
and  that  its  ^  determination '  means  no  more  than  a  certain 
habitualness  in  this  succession.  Deprived  of  the  benefit  of 
ambiguous  phraseology,  then,  the  definition  would  run  thus  : 
*A  cause  is  a  lively  feeling  immediately  precedent  to  another,* 
and  so  united  with  it  that  when  either  of  the  two  more 
faintly  recurs,  the  other  follows  with  like  faintness,  and  when 
either  occurs  with  the  maximum  of  liveliness  the  other 
follows  with  less,  but  stiU  great,  liveliness.'  Thus  stated,  the 
definition  would  correspond  well  enough  to  the  process  by 
which  Hume  arrives  at  it,  of  which  the  whole  drift,  as  we 
have  seen,  is  to  merge  the  so-called  objective  relation  of  cause 
and  effect,  with  the  so-called  inference  from  it,  in  the  mere 
habitual  transition  from  one  feeling  to  another.  But  it  is 
only  because  not  thus  stated,  and  because  the  actual  state- 
ment is  understood  to  carry  a  meaning  of  which  Hume^s 
doctrine  does  not  consistently  admit,  that  it  has  a  chance  of 
finding  acceptance.    Its  plausibility  depends  on  ^  object '  and 

*  mind  '  and  ^  determination '  being  understood  precisely  in 
the  sense  in  which,  according  to  Hume,  they  ought  not  to  be 
understood,  so  that  it  shall  express  not  a  sequence  of  feeling 


>  See  aboTe,  paragraphs  195  and  208. 
Cf.  also,  among  other  passages,  one  in 
the  chapter  now  under  consideration 
(p.  461) — 'Ideas  always  represent  their 
olffects  or  impressionsJ 

•  The  phrase 'immediately  precedent' 
would  seem  to  convey  Hume's  meaning 
better  than  his  own  phrase  'precedent 


and  .contiguous.'  Contiguity  in  spare 
(which  is  what  we  naturally  understand 
by  *  contiguity,'  when  used  absolutelj) 
he  could  not  have  deliberately  taken  to 
be  necessary  to  constitute  the  relation 
of  cause  and  effect,  since  the  impressions 
so  related,  as  he  elsewhere  shows,  mny 
often  not  bo  in  space  at  all. 
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upon  feeling,  as  this  might  be  for  a  merely  feeling  subject, 
but  that  permanent  relation  or  law  of  nature  which  to  a 
subject  that  thinks  upon  its  feelings,  and  only  to  such  a 
subject,  their  sequence  constitutes  or  on  which  it  depends. 

318.  It  is  this  essential  distinction  between  the  sequence  Double 
of  feeling  upon  feeling  for  a  sentient  subject  and  the  relation  i^eaning 
which  to  a  thinking  subject  thi^  sequence  constitutes — a  relation. 
distinction  not  less  essential  than  that  between  the  con-  How  Hume 
ditions,  through  which  a  man  passes  in  sleep,  as  they  are  account.**^ 
for  the  sleeping  subject  himself,  and  as  they  are  for  another 
thinking  upon  them — which  it  is  the  characteristic  of  Hume's 
doctrine  of  natural  relation  in  all  its   forms  to   disguise. 

Only  in  virtue  of  the  presence  to  feelings  of  a  subject,  which 
distinguishes  itself  from  them,  do  they  become  related  objects. 
Thus,  with  Hume's  exclusion  of  such  a  subject,  with  his  re- 
duction of  mind  and  world  alike  to  the  succession  of  feelings, 
relations  and  ideas  of  relation  logically  disappear.  But  by 
help  of  the  phrase  '  natural  relation,'  covering,  as  it  does, 
two  wholly  diflferent  things — ^the  involuntary  sequence  of  one 
feeling  upon  another,  and  that  determination  of  each  by  the 
other  which  can  only  take  place  for  a  synthetic  self-con- 
sciousness— ^he  is  able  on  the  one  hand  to  deny  that  the 
relations  which  form  the  framework  of  knowledge  are  more 
than  sequences  of  feeling,  and  on  the  other  to  clothe  them 
with  so  much  of  the  real  character  of  relations  as  qualifies 
them  for  '  principles  of  union  among  ideas.'  Thus  the  mere 
occurrence  of  similar  feelings  is  with  him  already  that  rela- 
tion in  the  way  of  resemblance,  which  in  truth  only  exists  for 
a  subject  that  can  contemplate  them  as  permanent  objects. 
In  like  manner  the  succession  of  feelings,  which  can  only 
constitute  time  for  a  subject  that  contrasts  the  succession 
with  its  own  unity,  and  which,  if  ideas  were  feelings,  would 
exclude  the  possibility  of  an  idea  of  time,  is  yet  with  him 
indifferently  time  and  the  idea  of  time,  though  ideas  are 
feelings  and  there  is  no  ^  mind  '  but  their  succession. 

319.  The  fallacy  of  Hume's  doctrine  of  causation  is  merely  if  an  effect 
an  aggravated  form  of  that  which  has  generally  passed  mus-  "  merely 
ter  in  his  doctrine  of  time.     If  time,  because  a  relation  be-  stanSV 
tween  feelings,  can  be  supposed  to  survive  the  exclusion  of  a  observed 
thinking  self  and  the  reduction  of  the  world  and  mind  to  a  how  can^Iin 
succession  of  feelings,  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect  has  e^t'ot  be  an 
only  to  be  assimilated  to  that  of  time  in  order  that  its  in-  fipsuime 
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it  IB  compatibility  with  the   desired   reduction  may  disappear. 

observed?    The  great  obstacle  to  such  assimilation  lies  in.  that  opposition 
to  the  mere  sequence  of  feelings  which  causation  as  *  matter 
of  fact ' — as  that  in  discovering  which  we  *  discover  the  real 
existence  and  relations  of  objects  ' — ^purports  to  carry  with 
it.     Why  do  we  set  aside  our  usual  experience  as  delusive  in 
Hume         contrast  with  the  exceptional  experience  of  the  laboratory — 
thTg^^        why  do  we  decide  that  an  event  which  has  seemed  to  happen 
question ;     canuot  really  have  happened,  because  under  the  given  con- 
ditions no  adequate  cause  of  it  could  have  been  operative — if 
the  relation  of  cause  and  effect  is  itself  merely  a  succession 
of  seemings,  repeated  so  often  as  to  leave  behind  it  a  lively 
expectation  of  its  recurrence  ?   This  question,  once  fairly  put, 
cannot  be  answered :  it  can  only  be  evaded.     It  is  Hume's 
method  of  evasion  that  we  have  now  more  particularly  to 
notice. 

320.  In  its  detailed  statement  it  is  very  different  from  the 
method  adopted  in  those  modern  treatises  of  Logic  which, 
beginning  with  the  doctrine  that  facts  are  merely  feelings  in 
Still,  lie  18   j^Y^Q  constitution  of  which  thought  has  no  share,  still  contrive 
off  the       to  make  free  use  in  their  logical  canon  of  the  antithesis  be- 
Inductive    tween  the  real  and   apparent.      The  key  to  this   modern 
which  snp-  method  is  to  ba  found  in  its  ambiguous  use  of  the  term  *  phe- 
poses  an      nomenon,'  alike  for  the  feeling  as  it  is  felt,  *  perishing  '  when 
B4uence.     ^*  ceases  to  be  felt,  and  for  the  feeling  as  it  is  for  a  thinking 
subject — a  qualifying  and  qualified  element  in  a  permanent 
world.     Only  if  facts  were  *  phenomena '  in  the  former  sense 
would  the  antithesis  between  facts  and  conceptions  be  valid  ; 
only  if  ^  phenomena '  are  understood  in  the  latter  sense  can 
causation  be  said  to  be  a  law  of  phenomena.  So  strong,  how- 
ever, is  the  charm  which  this  ambiguous  term  has  exercised, 
that  to  the  ordinary  modem  logician  the  question  above  put 
may  probably  seem  unmeaning.     *  The  appearance,'  he  will 
say,  ^  which  we  set  aside  as  delusive  does  not  consist  in  any 
of  the  reports  of  the  senses — these  are  always  true — but  in 
some  false  supposition  in  regard  to  them  due  to  an  insufficient 
analysis  of  experience,  in  some  reference  of  an  actual  sensa- 
tion to  a  group  of  supposed  possibilities  of  sensation,  called  a 
"  thing,"  which  are  either  unreal  or  with  which  it  is  not 
really  connected.     The  correction  of  the  false  appearance  by 
a  discovery  of  causation  is  the  replacement  of  a  false  sup- 
position, as  to  the  possibility  of  the  antecedence  or  sequence 
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of  one  feeling  to  another,  by  the  discovery,  through  analysis 
of  experience,  of  what  feelings  do  actually  precede  and  follow 
each  other.  It  implies  no  transition  from  feelings  to  things, 
but  only  from  a  supposed  sequence  of  feelings  to  the  actual 
one.  Science  in  its  farthest  range  leaves  us  among  appear- 
ances still.     It  only  teaches  us  what  really  appears.' 

321.  Now  the  presupposition  of  this  answer  is  the  existence  can  the 
of  just  that  necessary  connexion  as  between  appearances,  principle 
just  that  objective  order,  for  which,  because  it  is  not  a  possible  for^°ty  of 
*  impression  or  idea,'  Hume  has  to  substitute  a  blind  pro-  nature  bo 
pensity  produced  by  habit.      Those  who  make  it,  indeed,  fpo^^- 
would  repel  the  imputation  of  believing  in  any  *  necessary  con-  quenco  c.f 
nexion,*  which  to  them  represents  that  'mysterious  tie'  in  *®®^*°ss? 
which  they  vaguely  suppose   'metaphysicians'  to  believe. 
They  would  say  that  necessary  connexion  is  no  more  than 
uniformity  of  sequence.     But  sequence  of  what  ?  Not  of  feel- 
ings as  the  individual  feels  them,  for  then  there  would  be  no 
perfect  uniformities,  but  only  various  degrees  of  approxima- 
tion to  uniformity,  and  the  measure  of  approximation  in  each 
case  would  be  the  amount  of  the  individual's  experience  in 
that  particular  direction.    The  procedure  of  the  inductive 
logician  shows  that  his  belief  in  the  uniformity  of  a  sequence 
is  irrespective  of  the  number  of  instances  in  which  it  has  been 
experienced.     A  single  instance  in  which  one  feeling  is  felt 
after  anoliier,  if  it  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  *  method  of 
difference,'  i.e.  if  it  show  exactly  what  it  is  that  precedes  and 
what  it  is  that  follows  in  that  instance,  suffices  to  establish  a    . 
uniformity  of  sequence,  on  the  principle  that  what  is  fact  once 
is  fact  always.    Now  a  uniformity  that  can  be  thus  established 
is  in  the  proper  sense  necessaiy.     Its  existence  is  not  con- 
tingent on  its  being  felt  by  anyone  or  everyone.     It  does  not 
come  into  being  with  the  experiment  that  shows  it.     It  is 
felt  because  it  is  real,  not  real  because  it  is  felt.    It  may  be 
objected  indeed  that  the  principle  of  the  'uniformity  of  nature,' 
the  principle  that  what  is  fact  once  is  fact  always,  itself 
gradually  results  from  the  observation  of  facts  which  are  feel- 
ings, and  that  thus  the  principle  which  enables  us  to  dispense 
with  the  repetition  of  a  sensible  experience  is  itself  due  to 
such  repetition.     The  answer  is,  that  feelings  which  are  con- 
ceived as  facts  are  already  conceived  as  constituents  of  a 
nature.     The  same  presence  of  the  thinking  subject  to,  and 
distinction  of  itself  from,  the  feelings,  which  renders  them 
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knowable /ac^s,  renders  them  members  of  a  world  wliich  is  one 
throughout  its  changes.  In  other  words,  the  presence  of  facts 
from  which  the  uniformity  of  nature,  as  an  abstract  rule,  is 
to  be  inferred,  is  already  the  consciousness  of  that  uniformity 
in  concreto, 
AVith  322.  Hume  himself  makes  a  much  more  thorough  attempt 

only  uni-     ^^  avoid  that  pre-determination  of  feelings  by  the  conception 
f«)rmity  is    of  a  world,  of  things  and  relations,  which  is  implied  in  the 
don^arde-  ^^^"^  ^^  them  as  permanent  facts.    He  will  not,  if  he  can  help 
termined     it,  SO  Openly  depart  from  the  original  doctrine  that  thought 
liut       '    ^®  merely  weaker  sense.     Such  conceptions  as  those  of  the 
btrength  of  Uniformity  of  nature  and  of  reality,  being  no  possible  *  im- 
^^cctation     pressions  or  ideas,'  he  only  professes  to  admit  in  a  character 
must  rary   wholly  different  from  that  in  which  they  actually  govern  in- 
indefi-        ductive  philosophy.     Just  as  by  reality  he  xmderstands  not 
something  to  which  liveliness  of  feeling  may  be  an  index,  but 
simply  that  liveliness  itself,  and  by  an  inferred  or  believed 
reality  a  feeling  to  which  this  liveliness  has  been  communi- 
cated from  one  that  already  has  it ;  so  he  is  carefril  to  tell  us 
*  that  the  supposition  that  the  future  resembles  the  past  is 
derived  entirely  from  habit,  by  which  we  are  determined  to  ex- 
pect for  the  future  the  same  train  of  objects  to  which  we  have 
been  accustomed.'  ^    The  supposition  then  is  this  *  determina- 
tion,' this  *  propensity,'  to  expect.   Any  *  idea '  derived  from  the 
propensity  can  only  be  the  propensity  itself  at  a  fainter  stage ; 
and  between  such  a  propensity  and  the  conception  of  *  nature,' 
whether  as  uniform  or  otherwise,  there  is  a  difference  which 
only  the  most  hasty  reader  can  be  liable  to  ignore.     But  if 
by  any  confusion  an  expectation  of  future  feelings,  determined 
by  the  remembrance  of  past  feelings,  could  be  made  equivalent 
to  any  conception  of  nature,  it  would  not  be  of  nature  as  uni- 
form.    As  is  the  '  habit '  which  determines  the  expectation, 
such  must  be  the  expectation  itself;  and  as  have  been  the 
sequences  of  feeling  in  each  man's  past,  such  must  be  the 
habit  which  results  from  them.     Now  no  one's  feelings  have 
always  occurred  to  him  in  the  same  relative  order.     There 
may  be  some  pairs  of  feelings  of  which  one  has  always  been 
felt  before  the  other  and  never  after  it,  and  between  which 
there  has  never  been  an  intervention  of  a  third — although 
(to  take  Hume's  favourite  instance)  even  the  feeling  of  heat 
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may  sometimes  precede  the  sight  of  the  flame — and  in  these 
cases  upon  occurrence  of  one  there  will  be  nothing  to  qualify 
the  expectation  of  the  other.  But  just  so  far  as  there  are 
exceptions  in  our  past  experience  to  the  immediate  sequence 
of  one  feeling  upon  another,  must  there  be  a  qualification 
of  our  expectation  of  the  future,  if  it  be  undetermined  by 
extraneous  conceptions,  with  reference  to  those  particular 
feelings. 

323.  Thus  the  expectation  that  *  the  future  will  resemble  it  could 
the  past,^  if  the  past  means  to  each  man  (and  Hume  could  °^^  ^^^ 
not  allow  of  its  meaning  more)  merely  the  succession  of  his  purpose  as 
own  feelings,  must  be  made  up  of  a  multitude  of  different  ex-  ^^®  ?>"• 
pectations — some  few  of  these  being  of  that  absolute  and  uniformity 
unqualified  sort  which  alone,  it  would  seem,  can  regulate  the  ^^  naturo. 
transition  that  we  are  pleased  to  call  *  necessary  connexion ;' 
the  rest  as  various  in  their  strength  and  liveliness  as  there  are 
possible  differences  between  cases  where  the  chances  are 
evenly  balanced  and  where  they  are  all  on  one  side.  From 
Hume's  point  of  view,  as  he  himself  says, '  every  past  experi- 
ment,' i.e.  every  instance  in  which  feeling  (a)  has  been  found 
to  foUow  feeling  (fc),  *  may  be  considered  a  kind  of  chance.' ' 
As  are  the  instances  of  this  kind  to  the  instances  in  which 
some  other  feeling  has  foUowed  (b),  such  are  the  chances  or 
^  probability '  that  (a)  will  follow  (Jb)  again,  and  such  upon  the 
occurrence  of  (fc)  will  be  that  liveliness  in  the  expectation  of 
(a),  which  alone  with  Hume  is  the  reality  of  the  connexion 
between  them.  In  such  an  expectation,  in  an  expectation 
made  up  of  such  expectations,  there  would  be  nothing  to  serve 
the  purpose  which  the  conception  of  the  uniformity  of  nature 
actually  serves  in  inductive  science.  It  could  never  make  us 
believe  that  a  feeling  felt  after  another — as  when  the  motion 
of  a  bell  is  seen  after  the  sound  of  it  has  been  heard — repre- 
sents the  real  antecedent.  It  could  never  set  us  upon  that 
analysis  of  our  experience  by  which  we  seek  to  get  beyond 
sequences  that  are  merely  usual,  and  admit  of  indefinite  ex- 
ceptions, to  such  as  are  invariable ;  upon  that '  interrogation 
of  nature '  by  which,  on  the  faith  that  there  is  a  uniformity 
if  only  we  could  find  it  out,  we  vrrest  jfrom  her  that  confes- 
sion of  a  law  which  she  does  not  spontaneously  offer.  The 
fact  that  some  sequences  of  feeling  have  been  so  uniform  as 
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to  result  in  unqualified  expectations  (if  it  be  so)  could  of  itself 
afford  no  motive  for  trying  to  compass  other  expectations  of 
a  like  character  which  do  not  naturally  present  themselves. 
Nor  could  there  be  anything  in  the  appearance  of  an  excep- 
tion to  a  sequence,  hitherto  found  uniform,  to  lead  us  to  change 
our  previous  expectation  for  one  which  shall  not  be  liable  to 
such  modification.  The  previous  expectation  would  be  so  far 
weakened,  but  there  is  nothing  in  the  mere  weakening  of  our 
expectations  that  should  lead  to  the  effort  to  place  them  be- 
yond the  possibility  of  being  weakened.  Much  less  could  the 
bundle  of  expectations  come  to  conceive  themselves  as  one 
system  so  as  that,  through  the  interpretation  of  each  excep- 
tion to  a  supposed  uniformity  of  sequence  as  an  instance  of  a 
real  one,  the  changes  of  the  parts  should  prove  the  unchange- 
ableness  of  the  whole. 

824.  That  a  doctrine  which  reduces  the  order  of  nature  to 
strength  of  expectation,  and  exactly  reverses  the  positions 
severally  given  to  belief  and  reality  in  the  actual  procedure  of 
science,*  should  have  been  ostensibly  adopted  by  scientific  men 
as  their  own — with  every  allowance  for  Hume's  literary  skill  and 


^  It  is  by  a  curious  fate  that  Ilume 
should  h&ve  been  remembered,  at  any 
rate  in  the  *  religious'  world,  chiefly  by 
the  argument  against  miracles  which 
appears  in  the  *  Essays  * — an  argument 
which,  however  irrefragable  in  itself, 
turns  wholly  upon  that  conception  of 
nature  as  other  than  our  instinctive  ex- 
pectations and  imaginations,  which  has 
no  proper  place  in  his  system  (see 
Vol.  IV.  note  «).  If  *  necessary  con- 
nexion *  were  really  no  more  than  the 
transition  of  imiigination,  as  determined 
by  constant  association,  from  an  idea  to 
its  usual  attendant — if  there  were  no 
conception  of  an  objective  order  to  de- 
t<=rmine  belief  other  than  the  belief 
itself — the  fact  that  such  an  event,  as 
the  revival  of  one  four-days-dead  at 
the  command  of  a  person,-  had  been 
believed,  since  it  would  show  that  the 
imagination  was  at  liberty  to  pass  from 
the  idea  of  the  revival  to  that  of  the 
command  (or  vice  versa)  with  that  live- 
liness which  constitutes  reality,  would 
show  also  that  no  necessary  connexio'\ 
no  law  of  nature  in  the  only  sense  in 
which  Hume  entitles  himself  to  speak 
of  such,  was  violated  by  the  sequence 
of  the  revival  on  the  command.  At 
the  same  time  there  would  be  nothing 


'  miraculous,'  according  to  his  definition 
of  the  miraculous  as  distinct  from 
the  extraordinary,  in  the  case.  Taken 
strictly,  indeed,  his  doctrine  implies 
that  a  belief  in  a  miracle  is  a  contra- 
diction in  terms.  An  event  is  not  re- 
garded as  miraculous  unless  it  is  re- 
garded as  a  '  transgression  of  a  law  of 
nature  by  a  particular  volition  of  the 
Deity  or  by  the  interposition  of  sonio 
invisible  agent '  (Ibid,  note  x.);  but  it 
could  not  transgress  a  law  of  nature  in 
Hume's  sense  unless  it  were  so  inconsis- 
tent with  the  habitual  association  of 
ideas  as  that  it  could  not  be  believed. 
Hume's  only  consistent  way  of  attack- 
ing miracles,  then,  would  have  been  to 
show  that  the  events  in  question,  as 
vtiracidouSj  had  never  been  believed. 
Having  bton  obliged  to  recognize  the 
belief  in  their  having  happened,  he  is 
open  to  the  retort  '  ad  hominem '  tliat 
according  to  his  own  showing  the  belief 
in  the  events  constitutes  their  reality. 
Such  a  retort,  however,  would  be  of  no 
avail  in  the  theological  int<Test,  which 
requires  not  merely  thnt^  the  events 
should  have  happened  but  that  they 
should  have  been  miraaiioits^  i.  e. 
'  transgressions  of  a  law  of  nature  by 
a  particular  volition  of  the  Deity.' 
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for  the  charm  which  the  prospect  of  overcoming  the  separation 
between  reason  and  instinct  exercises  over  naturalists — would 
have  been  nnaccountable  if  the  doctrine  had  been  thus  nakedly 
put  or  consistently  maintained.  But  it  was  not  so.  Hume's 
sense  of  consistency  was  satisfied  when  expectation  deter- 
mined by  remembrance  had  been  put  in  the  place  of  neces- 
sary connexion,  as  the  basis  of  'inference  to  matters  of  fact.* 
It  does  not  lead  him  to  adjust  his  view  of  the  fact  inferred 
to  his  view  of  the  basis  on  which  the  inference  rests. 
Expectation  is  an  '  impression  of  reflection/  and  if  the  rela- 
tion of  cause  and  effect  is  no  more  than  expectation,  that 
which  seemed  most  strongly  to  resist  reduction  to  feeling  has 
yet  been  so  reduced.  But  if  the  expectation  is  to  be  no  more 
than  an  impression  of  reflection,  the  object  expected  must 
itself  be  no  more  than  an  impression  of  some  kind  or  other. 
The  expectation .  must-Jbe.fixpfictatipn.  of  a  feeling,  pure 
and  simple.  Nor  does  Hume  in  so  many  words  allow  that  it  is 
otherwise,  but  meanwhile  though  the  expectation  itself  is  not 
openly  tampered  with,  the  remembrance  that  determines  it  is 
so.  This  is  being  taken  to  be  that,  which  it  cannot  be  unless 
ideas  unborrowed  from  impressions  are  operative  in  and  upon 
it.  It  is  being  regarded,  not  as  the  recurrence  of  a  multitude 
of  feelings  with  a  liveliness  indefinitely  less  than  that  in 
virtue  of  which  they  are  called  impressions  of  sense,  and  in- 
definitely greater  than  that  in  virtue  of  which  they  are  called 
ideas  of  imagination,  but  as  the  recognition  of  a  world  of 
experience,  one,  real  and  abiding.  An  expectation  deter- 
mined by  such  remembrance  is  governed  by  the  same  *  fictions ' 
of  identity  and  continued  existence  which  are  the  formative 
conditions  of  the  remembrance.  Expectation  and  remem- 
brance, in  fact,  are  one  and  the  same  intellectual  act,  one  and  This 
the  same  reference  of  feelings,  given  in  time,  to  an  order  that  ^^""o"^- 
is  not  in  time,  distinguished  according  to  the  two  faces  which,  he  de-' 
its  *  matter '  being  in  time,  it  has  to  present  severally  to  past  scribes  it, 
and  future.  The  remembrance  is  the  measure  of  the  expecta-  conception 
tion,  but  as  the  remembrance  carries  with  it  the  notion  of  a  of  a  system 
world  whose  existence  does  not  depend  on  its  being  remem-  ^  ""^^f«- 
bered,  and  whose  laws  do  not  vary  according  to  the  regularity 
or  looseness  with  which  our  ideas  are  associated,  so  too  does 
the  expectation,  and  only  as  so  doing  becomes  the  mover  and 
regulator  of  *  inference  from  the  known  to  the  unknown.' 
325.  In  the  passage  already  quoted,  where  Hume  is  speak- 
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ing  of  the  expectation  in  question  as  depending  simply  on 
habit,  he  yet  speaks  of  it  as  an  expectation  ^  of  the  same 
trmn  of  objects  to  which  we  have  been  accustomed.'  These 
words  in  effect  imply  that  it  is  not  habit,  as  constituted 
simply  by  the  repetition  of  separate  sequences  of  feelings, 
that  governs  the  expectation — in  which  case,  as  we  have 
seen,  the  expectation  would  be  made  up  of  expectations  as 
many  and  as  various  in  strength  as  have  been  the  sequences 
and  their  several  degrees  of  regularity — ^but,  if  habit  in  any 
sense,  habit  as  itself  governed  by  conceptions  of  *  identity 
and  distinct  continued  existence,'  in  virtue  of  which,  as  past 
experience  is  not  an  indefinite  series  of  perishing  impressions 
of  separate  men  but  represents  one  world,  so  all  fresh 
experience  becomes  part  *  of  the  same  train  of  objects  ;*  part 
of  a  system  of  which,  as  a  whole,  *  the  change  lies  only  in  the 
time/  *  If  now  we  look  back  to  the  account  given  of  the  re- 
lation of  memory  to  belief  we  shall  find  that  it  is  just  so  far 
as,  without  distinct  avowal,  and  in  violation  of  his  principles, 
he  makes  ^impressions  of  memory'  carry  with  them  the 
conception  of  a  real  system,  other  than  the  consciousness  of 
their  own  liveliness,  that  he  gains  a  meaning  for  belief  which 
makes  it  in  any  respect  equivalent  to  the  judgment,  based  on 
inference,  of  actual  science. 

326.  Any  one  who  has  carefully  read  the  chapters  on 
inference  and  belief  will  have  found  himself  frequently 
doubting  whether  he  has  caught  the  author's  meaning  cor- 
rectly. A  clear  line  of  thought  may  be  traced  throughout, 
as  we  have  already  tried  to  trace  it  ^ — one  perfectly  con- 
sistent with  itself  and  leading  properly  to  the  conclusion  that 
'all  reasonings  are  nothing  but  the  effect  of  custom,  and  that 
custom  has  no  influence  but  by  enlivening  the  imagination  " 
— but  its  even  tenour  is  disturbed  by  the  exigency  of  show- 
ing that  proven  fact,  after  turning  out  to  be  no  more  than 
enlivened  imagination,  is  still  what  common  sense  and  phy- 
sical science  take  it  to  be.  According  to  the  consistent 
theory,  ideas  of  memory  are  needed  for  inference  to  cause  or 
effect,  simply  because  they  are  lively.  Such  inference  is 
inference  to  a  '  real  existence,'  that  is  to  an  '  idea  assented 
to,'  that  is  to  a  feeling  having  such  liveliness  as,  not  being 
itself  one  of  sense  or  memory,  it  can  only  derive  from  one  of 
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sense  or  memory  through  association  with  it.  That  the  in- 
ferred idea  is  a  cause  or  effect  and,  as  such,  has  ^  real  exist- 
ence,* merely  means  that  it  has  this  derived  liveliness  or  is 
believed ;  just  as  the  reality  ascribed  to  the  impression  of 
memory  lies  merely  in  its  having  this  abundant  liveliness 
from  wMch  to  communicate  to  its  *  usual  attendant.'  But 
while  the  title  of  an  idea  to  be  reckoned  a  cause  or  effect  is 
thus  made  to  depend  on  its  having  the  derived  liveliness 
which  constitutes  belief,'  on  the  other  hand  we  find  Hume 
from  time  to  time  making  belief  depend  on  causation,  as  on  a 
relation  of  objects  distinct  from  the  lively  suggestion  of  one 
by  the  others.  ^  Belief  arises  only  from  causation,  and  we 
can  draw  no  inference  from  one  object  to  another  except 
they  be  connected  by  this  relation.'  *  The  relation  of  cause 
and  effect  is  requisite  to  persuade  us  of  any  real  existence.'  ^ 
In  the  context  of  these  disturbing  admissions  we  find  a 
reconsideration  of  the  doctrine  of  memory  which  explains 
them,  but  only  throws  back  on  that  doctrine  the  incon- 
sistency which  they  exhibit  in  the  doctrine  of  belief. 

327.  This  reconsideration  arises  out  of  an  objection  to  his  Reality  of 
doctrine  which  Hume  anticipates,  to  the  effect  that  since,  ^q^' 
according  to  it,  belief  is  a  lively  idea  associated  *  to  a  present  'system* 
impression,'  any  suggestion  of  an  idea  by  a  resembling  or  ^^°a*ygj^ 
contiguous  impression  should  constitute  belief.     How  is  it  of  judg- 
then  that  '  belief  arises  only  from  causation '  ?     His  answer,  ™®°*' 
which  must  be  quoted  at  length,  is  as  follows  : — *  *Tis  evident 
that  whatever  is  present  to  the  memory,  striking  upon  the 
mind  with  a  vivacity  which  resembles  an  immediate  impres- 
sion, must  become  of  considerable  moment  in  all  the  opera- 
tions of  the  mind  and  must  easily  distinguish  itself  above 
the  mere  fictions  of  the  imagination.     Of  these  impressions 
or  ideas  of  the  memory  we  form  a  kind  of  system,  com- 
prehending whatever  we  remember  to  have  been  present 
either  to  our  internal  perception  or  senses,  and  every  par- 
ticular of  that  system,  joined  to  the  present  impressions,  we 
are  pleased  to  call  a  reality.     But  the  mind  stops  not  here. 

*  It  may  be  as  well  here  to  point  out  repetition  of   that  impression  in  the 

the    inconsistency  in    Hume's  use  of  memory.    But  in  the  following  section 

•  belief.'    At  the  end  of   sec.  6  (Part  the  characteristic  of  belief  is  placed  in 

III.)  the  term  is  extended  to  *  impres-  the  derived  liyeliness  of  an  idea  as  dis- 

sions  of  the  senses  and  memory.'     We  tinct  ^m  the  immediate  liyeliness  of 

are  said  to  beliere  when  '  we  feel  nn  an  impression. 
immediate  impression  of  the  senses,  or  a  ^  Pp.  407  &  409, 
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For  finding  that  with  this  system  of  perceptions  there  is 
another  connected  by  cnstom  or,  if  you  will,  by  the  relation 
of  cause  and  effect,  it  proceeds  to  the  consideration  of  their 
ideas ;  and  as  it  feels  that  'tis  in  a  manner  necessarily  deter- 
mined to  view  these  particular  ideas,  and  that  the  custom  or 
relation  by  which  it  is  determined  admits  not  of  the  least 
change,  it  forms  them  into  a  new  system,  which  it  likewise 
dignifies  with  the  title  of  realities.  The  first  of  these  systems 
is  the  object  of  the  memory  and  senses ;  the  second  of  the 
judgment.   'Tis  this  latter  principle  which  peoples  the  world, 
and  brings  us  acquainted  which  such  existences  as,  by  their 
removal  in  time  and  place,  lie  beyond  the  reach  of  the  senses 
and  memory.'  * 
Reality  of        328.  From  this  it  appears  that  'what  we  are  pleased  to 
the  former   qqH  reality '  belongs,  not  merely  to  a  'present  impression,'  but 
oihcr  than    to  '  every  particular  of  a  system  joined  to  the  present  im- 
yiyacityof  pression '  and  'comprehending  whatever  we  remember  to 
8k>ns!^        have  been  present  either  to  our  internal  perception  or  senses.' 
This  admission  already  amounts  to  an  abandonment  of  the 
doctrine  that  reality  consists  in  liveliness  of  feeling.    It  can- 
not be  that  every  particular  of  the  system  comprehending 
all  remembered  facts,  which  is  joined  with  the  present  impres- 
sion, can  have  the  vivacity  of  that  impression  either  along 
with  it  or  by  successive  communication.     We  can  only  feel 
one  thing  at  a  time,  and  by  the  time  the  vivacity  had  spread 
far  from  the  present  impression  along  the  pai*ticulars  of  the 
system,  it  must  have  declined  from  that  indefinite  degree 
which  marks  an  impression  of  sense.     It  is  not,  then,  the 
derivation  of  vivacity  from  the  present  impression,  to  which 
it  is  joined,  that  renders  the  '  remembered  system '  real ;  and 
what  other  vivacity  can  it  be  ?     It  may  be  said  indeed  that 
each  particular  of  the  system  had  once  the  required  vivacity, 
was  once  a  present  impression ;  but  if  in  ceasing  to  be  so,  it 
did  not  cease  to  be  real — if,  on  the  contrary,  it  could  not 
become  a  '  particular  of  the  system,'  counted  real,  without 
becoming  other  than  the  '  perishing  existence '  which  an  im- 
pression is — it  is  clear  that  there  is  a  reality  which  lively 
feeling  does  not  constitute  and  which  involves  the  '  fiction ' 
of  an  existence  continued  in  the  absence,  not  only  of  lively 
feeling,  but  of  all  feelings  whatsoever.     So  soon,  in  short, 
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as  reality  is  ascribed  to  a  system,  which  cannot  be  an  '  im- 
pression '  and  of  which  consequently  there  cannot  be  an 
'  idea/  the  first  principle  of  Hume's  speculation  is  aban- 
doned. The  truth  is  implicitly  recognized  that  the  reality 
of  an  individual  object  consists  in  that  system  of  its  relations 
which  only  exists  for  a  conceiving,  as  distinct  from  a  feeling, 
subject,  even  as  the  unreal  has  no  meaning  except  as  a  con- 
fused or  inadequate  conception  of  such  relations ;  and  that 
thus  the  ^  present  impression '  is  neither  real  nor  unreal  in 
itself,  but  may  be  equally  one  or  the  other  according  as  the 
relations,  under  which  it  is  conceived  by  the  subject  of  it, 
correspond  to  those  by  which  it  is  determined  for  a  perfect 
intelligence.* 

329.  A  clear,  recognition  of  this  truth  can  alone  explain  it  is  con- 
the  nature  of  belief  as  a  result  of  inference  from  the  known  8t|tut«d  by 
to  the  unknown,  which  is,  at  the  same  time,  inference  to  a  whicJTare 
matter  of  fact.     The  popular  notion,  of  course,  is  that  cer-  "ot  im- 
tain  facts  are  given  by  feeling  without  inference  and  then  J[^ii°°' 
other  facts  inferred  from  them.     But  what  is  *fact'  taken  and  in  this 
to  mean  ?     If  a  feeling,  then  an  inferred  fact  is  a  contra-  nafion^of 
diction,  for  it  is  an  unfelt  feeling.     If  (as  should  be  the  case)  the  infer- 
it  is  taken  to  mean  the  relation  of  a  feeling  to  something,  ?°J®  f™"\ 
then  it  already  involves  inference— the  interpretation  of  the  tem  of 
feeling  by  means  of  the  conception  of  a  universal,  self  or  judgment.' 
world,  brought  to  it — an  inference  which  is  all  inference  in 
posse^  for  it  implies  that  a  universe  of  relations  is  there, 
which  I  must  know  if  I  would  know  the  full  reality  of  the 
individual  object:    so  that  no  fact  can  be   even  partially 
known  without  compelling  an  inference  to  the  unknown,  nor 
can  there  be  any  inference  to  the  unknown  without  modifi- 
cation of  what  already  purports  to  be  known.     Hume,  trying 
to  carry  out  the  equivalence  of  fact  and  feeling,  and  having 
clearer  sight  than  his  masters,  finds  himself  in  the  presence 
of  this  diflSculty  about  inference.     Unless  the  inferred  object 
is  other  than  one  of  sense  (outer  or  inner)  or  of  memory,  there 
is  no  reasoning,  but  only  perception  ;^  but  if  it  is  other,  how 
can  it  be  real  or  even  an  object  of  consciousness  at  all,  since 
consciousness  is  only  of  impressions,  stronger  or  fainter? 
The  only  consistent  way  out  of  the  diflSculty,  as  we  have 
seen,  is  to  explain  inference  as  the  expectation  of  the  recur- 

»  See  above,  paragraphs  184  &  1 83.       ^  Pp.  376  &  388. 
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rence  of  a  feeling  felt  before,  throagh  which  the  unknown 
becomes  known  merely  in  the  sense  that  from  the  repetition 
of  the  recurrence  the  expectation  has  come  to  amount  to  the 
fullest  assurance.     But  according  to  this  explanation   the 
difference  between  the  inferences  of  the  savage  and  those  of 
the  man  of  science  will  lie,  not  in  the  objects  inferred,  but 
in  the   strength  of   the  expectation  that  constitutes   the 
inference.     Meanwhile,  if  a  semblance  of  explanation  has 
been  given  for  the  inference  from  cause  to  effect,  that  fix>m 
effect  to  cause  remains  quite  in  the  dark.     How  can  there 
be  inference  from  a  given  feeling  to  that  felt  immediately 
before  it  ? 
Not  seeing       330,  IVom  the  avowal  of  such  paradoxical  results,  Hume 
w"eT  <>^y  sav^d  ^elf  by  reverting,  asm  the  passage  before  us, 
plain  in-     to  the  popular  view — to  the  distinction  between  two  *  systems 
ktter^s  ^9'    ^^  reality,*  one  perceived,  the  other  inferred ;  one  *  the  object 
tern  ns        of  the  scuses  and  memory,'  the  other  *  of  the  judgment,* 
somothing    gg  g^^g  y^^^^  if  the  educated  man  erased  from  his  knowledge 
upon  us  by  of  the  world  all  *  facts '  but  those  for  which  he  has  *  the  evi- 
habit.         dence  of  his  senses  and  memory,'  his  world  would  be  un- 
peopled ;  but  he  has  not  the  key  to  the  true  identity  between 
the  two  systems.    Not  recognizing  the  inference  already  in- 
volved in  a  fact  of  sense  or  memory,  he  does  not  see  that  it 
is  only  a  further  articulation  of  this  inference  which  gives 
the  fact  of  judgment ;  that  as  the  simplest  fisu^t  for  which 
we  have  the  *  evidence  of  sense  '  is  already  not  a  feeling  but 
an  explanation  of  a  feeling,  which  connects  it  by  relations, 
that  are  not  feelings,  with  an  unfelt  universe,  so  inferred 
causes  and  effects  are  explanations  of  these  explanations,  by 
which  they  are  connected  as  mutually  determinant  in  the 
one  world  whose  presence  the  simplest  fact,  the  most  primary 
explanation  of  feeling,  supposes  no  less  than  the  most  com- 
plete.    Not  seeing  this,  what  is  he  to  make  of  the  system 
of  merely  inferred  realities?    He  will  represent  the  relation 
of  cause  and  effect,  which  connects  it  with  the  *  system  of 
memory,*  as   a  habit  derived  from  the   constant  de  facto 
sequence  of  this  or  that  ^  inferred  *  upon  this  or  that  remem- 
bered idea.     The  mind,  ^  feeling  *  the  unchangeableness  of 
this  habit,  regards  the  idea,  which  in  virtue  of  it  follows 
upon  the  impression  of  memory,  as  equally  real  with  that  im- 
pression.    In  this  he  finds  an  answer  to  the  two  questions 
which  he  himself  raises :  (a)  '  Why  is  it  that  we  draw  no 
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inference  from  one  object  to  another,  except  they  be  con- 
nected by  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect ; '  or  (which  is.  the 
same,  since  inference  to  an  object  implies  the  ascription  of 
reality  to  it),  *  Why  is  this  relation  requisite  to  persuade  us 
of  any  real  existence  ?'  and  (h),  *  How  is  it  that  the  relations 
of  resemblance  and  contiguity  have  not  the  same  effect?' 
The  answer  to  the  first  is,  that  we  do  not  ascribe  reality  to 
an  idea  recalled  by  an  impression,  unless  we  find  that,  owing 
to  its   customary  sequence  upon  the  impression,  we  cannot 
help  passing  from  the  one  to  the  other.     The  answer  to  the 
second   corresponds.     The  contiguity  of  an  idea  to  an  im- 
pression, if  it  has  been  repeated  often  enough  and  without 
any  *  arbitrary '  action  on  our  part,  is  the  relation  of  cause 
and  effect,  and  thus  does  'persuade  us  of  real  existence.' 
A  *  feigned '  contiguity,  on  the  other  hand,  because  we  are 
conscious  that  it  is  '  of  our  mere  good- will  and  pleasure  * 
that  we  give  the  idea  that  relation  to  the  impression,  can 
produce  no  belief.      *  There  is  no  reason   why,  upon  the 
return  of  the  same  impression,  we  should  be  determined  to 
place  the  same  object  in  the  same  relation  to  it.'  ^     In  like 
manner  we  must  suppose  (though  this  is  not  so  clearly 
stated)  that  when  an  impression — such  as  the  sight  of  a 
picture — calls  up  a  resembling  idea  (that  of  the  man  de- 
picted) with  much  vivacity,  it  does  not  *  persuade  us  of  his 
real  existence '  because  we  are  conscious  that  it  is  by  the 
*  mere  good- will  and  pleasure  '  of  some  one  that  the  likeness 
has  been  produced. 

331.  Now  this  account  has  the  fault  of  being  inconsistent  But  if  so, 
with  Hume's  primary  doctrine,  inasmuch  as  it  makes  the  .'system  of 
real  an  object  of  thought  in  distinction  from  feeling,  with-  mustwm- 
out  the  merit  of  explaining  the  extension   of  knowledge  sist  of  feel- 
beyond  the  objects  of  sense  and  memory.     It  turns  upon  a  itenUy^ei 
conception  of  the  real,  as  the  unchangeable,  which  the  sue-  perienced 
cession  of  feelings,  in  endless  variety,  neither  is  nor  could 
suggest.    It  implies  that  not  in  themselves,  but  as  repre- 
senting such  an  unchangeable,  are  the  feelings  which  ^  return 
on  us  whether  we  will  or  no,'  regarded  as  reaL     The  peculiar 
sequence  of  one  idea  on  another,  which  is  supposed  to  con- 
stitute the  relation  of  cause  and  effect,  is  not,  according  to 
this  description  of  it,  a  sequence  of  feelings  simply ;  it  is  a 
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sequence  reflected  on,  found  to  be  unchangeable,  and  thus 
to  entitle  the  sequent  idea  to  the  prerogative  of  reality 
previously  awarded  (but  only  by  the  admission  ba  real  of  the 
*  fiction '  of  distinct  continued  existence)  to  the  system  of 
memory.     But  while  the   identification  of  the   real  with 
feeling  is  thus  in  effect  abandoned,  in  saving  the  appearance 
of  retaining  it,  Hume  makes  his  explanation  of  the  *  system 
of  judgment '  futile  for  its  purpose.    He  saves  the  appear- 
ance by  intimating  that  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect,  by 
which  the  inferred  idea  is  connected  with  the  idea  of  memory 
and  derives  reality  from  it,  is  only  the  repeated  sequence  of 
the  one  idea  upon  the  other,  of  the  less  lively  feelings  upon 
the  more  lively,  or  a  habit  that  results  from  such  repetition. 
But  if  the  sequence  of  the  inferred  idea  upon  the  other  must 
have  been  so  often  repeated  in  order  to  the  existence  of  the 
relation  which  renders  the  inference  possible,  the  inferred 
idea  can  be  no  new  one,  but  must  itself  be  an  idea  of  memory, 
and  the  question,  how  any  one's  knowledge  comes  to  extend 
beyond  the  range  of  his  memory,  remains  unanswered, 
y.^ch  only       332.  What  Hume  himself  seems  to  mean  us  to  understand 
reniini-       ^^9  ^^^^  ^^^  inferred  idea  is  one  of  imagination,  as  distinct 
b«red  feel-  from  memory ;  and  that  the  characteristic  of  the  relation  of 
inuch°M"    <5ause  and  effect  is  that  through  it  ideas  of  imagination 
their  lire-    acquire  the  reality  that  would  otherwise  be  confined  to 
S^'"'    impressions  of  sense  and  memory.     But,  according  to  him, 
Uiit  how      ideas  of  imagination  only  differ  from  those  of  memory  in 
can  it  have  rcspcct  of  their  less  liveliness,  and  of  the  freedom  with  which 
theyha\e    ^^  ^^^  Combine  ideas  in  imagination  that  have  not  been 
Wen  con-    given  together  as  impressions.  *     Now  the  latter  difference 
peated^?"*    is  in  this  case  out  of  the  question.     A  compound  idea  of 
imagination,  in  which  simple  ideas  are  put  together  that 
have  never  been  felt  together,  can  clearly  never  be  connected 
with  an  impression  of  sense  or  memory  by  a  relation  derived 
from  constant  experience  of  the  sequence  of  one  upon  the 
other,  and  specially  .opposed  to  the  creations  of  'caprice.'* 
We  are  left,  then,  to  the  supposition  that  the  inferred  idea, 
as  idea  of  imagination,  is  one  originally  given  as  an  impres- 
sion of  sense,  but  of  which  the  liveliness  has  faded  and 
requires  to  be  revived  by  association  in  the  way  of  cause  and 
effect  with  one  that  has  retained  the  liveliness  proper  to  an 

»  Pdit  I.,  sec.  3 ;  cf.  note  on  p.  416.  *  P.  400. 
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idea  of  memory.  Then  the  question  recurs,  how  the 
restoration  of  its  liveliness  by  association  with  an  impres- 
sion, on  which  it  must  have  been  constantly  sequent  in 
order  that  the  association  may  be  possible,  is  compatible 
with  the  fact  that  its  liveliness  has  faded.  And  however 
this  question  may  be  dealt  with,  if  the  relation  of  cause  and 
effect  is  merely  custom,  the  extension  of  knowledge  by 
means  of  it  remains  unaccounted  for ;  the  breach  between 
the  expectation  of  the  recurrence  of  familiar  feelings  and 
inductive  science  remains  unfilled ;  Locke's  *  suspicion  '  that 
'a  science  of  nature  is  impossible,'  instead  of  being  over- 
come, is  elaborated  into  a  system. 

333.  Thus  inference,  according  to  Hume's  account  of  it  infereiw^e 
as  originating  in  habit,  suffers  from  a  weakness  quite  as  then  can 
fatal  as  that  which  he  supposes  to  attach  to  it  if  accounted  fewknow- 
for  as  the  work  of   reason.     *The  work  of  reason'  to  a  ledge, 
follower  of  Locke  meant  either  the  mediate  perception  of 
likeness   between   ideas,   which  the  discovery  of  cause  or 
effect  cannot  be;  or  else  syllogism,  of  which   Locke  had 
shown  once  for  all  that  it  could  yield  no  *  instructive  proposi- 
tions.'    Bat  if  an  idea  arrived  at  by  that  process  could  be 
neither  new  nor  real — not  new,  because  we  must  have  been 
familiar  with  it  before  we  put  it  into  the  compound  idea 
from  which  we  *  deduce '  it ;  not  real,  because  it  has  not  the 
liveliness  either  of  sensation  or  of  memory — the  idea  in- 
ferred according  to  Hume's  process,  however  real  with  the 
reality  of  liveliness,  is  certainly  not  new.     *  If  this  means ' 
(the  modern  logician  may  perhaps  reply),  *  that  according  to 
Hume  no  new  phenomenon  can  be  given  by  inference,  he 
was  quite  right  in  thinking  so.     If  the  object  of  inference 
were  a  separate  phenomenon,  it  would  be  quite  true  that  it 
must  have  been  repeatedly  perceived  before  it  could  be  in- 
ferred, and  that  thus  iuference  would  be  nugatory.     But 
inference  is  in  fact  not  to  such  an  object,  but  to  a  uniform 
relation  of  certain  phenomena  in  the   way  of  co-existence 
and  sequence ;  and  what  Hume  may  be  presumed  to  mean 
is  not  that  every  such  relation  must  have  been  perceived 
before  it  can  be  inferred,  much  less  that  it  must  have  been 
perceived  so  constantly  that  an  appearance  of  the  one  phe- 
nomenon causes  instinctive  expectation  of  the  other,  but  (a) 
that  the  phenomena  themselves  must  have  been  given  by 
immediate  perception,  and  (6)  that  the  conception  of  a  law 
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of  causation,  in  virtue  of  which  a  uniformity  of  relation  be- 
tween them  is  inferred  from  a  single  instance  of  it,  is  itself 
the  result  of  an  "inductio  per  enumerationem  simplicem,"  of 
the  accumulated  experience  of  generations  that  the  same 
sequents  follow  the  same  antecedents/ 
Nor  does         834.  At  the  point  which  our  discussion  has  reached,  few 
mea™that^  words  should  be  wanted  to  show  that  thus  to  interpret 
it  cannot     Hume  is  to  read  into  him  an  essentially  alien  theory,  which 
new  phe^    has  doubtless  grown  out  of  his,  but  only  by  a  process  of 
nomena,      adaptation  which  it  needs  a  principle  the  opposite  of  his  to 
can*  prove    j^®^^-     Hume,  according  to  his  own  profession,  knows  of 
relations,     no  objccts  but  impressious  and  ideas — feelings  stronger  or 
^Xiown^   more  faint — of  no  reality  which  it  needs  thought,  as  distinct 
between  '    from  feeling,  to  constitute.     But  a  uniform  relation  between 
phcnome-    phenomena  is  neither  impression  nor  idea,  and  can   only 
exist  for  thought.     He  could  not  therefore  admit  inference 
to  such  relation  as  to  a  real  existence,  without  A  double  con- 
tradiction, nor  does  he  ever  explicitly  do  so.     He   never 
allows  that  inference  is  other  than  a  transition  to  a  certain 
sort  of  feeling,  or  that  it  is  other  than  the  work  of  imagina- 
tion, the  weakened   sense,   as  enlivened  by  custom   to  a 
degree  that  puts  it  almost  on  a  level  with  sense ;  which  im- 
Such  a  dis-  plies  that  in  every  case  of  inference  the  inferred  object  is 
admSe  ^^  ^  uniform  relation— for  how  can  there  be  an  image  of 
with  Hume,  uniform  relation  ? — and  that  it  is  something  which  has  been 
repeatedly  and  without  exception  perceived  to  follow  another 
before  it  can  be  inferred.     Even  when  in  violation  of  his 
principle  he  has  admitted  a  *  system  of  memory  * — a  system  of 
things  which  have  been  felt,  but  which  are  not  feelings, 
stronger  or  fainter,   and  which   are  what  they  are   only 
through  relation — he  still  in  effect,  as  we  have  seen,  makes 
the  *  system  of  judgment,'  which  he  speaks  of  as  inferred 
from  it,  only  the  double  of  it.     To  suppose  that,  on  the 
strength  of  a  general  inference,  itself  the  result  of  habit,  in 
regard  to  the  uniformity  of  nature,  particular  inferences  may 
be  made  which  shall  be  other  than  repetitions  of  a  sequence 
already  habitually  repeated,  is,  if  there  can  be  degrees  of 
contradiction,  even  more  incompatible  with  Hume's  prin- 
ciples than  to  suppose  such  inferences  without  it.    If  a  uni- 
formity of  relation  between  particular  phenomena  is  neither 
impression  nor  idea,  even  less  so  is  the  system  of   all 
relations. 
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335.  There  is  language,  however,  in  the  chapters  on  *  Pro-  Hia  dis- 
bability  of  Chances  and  of  Causes/  which  at  first  sight  might  p^ba-"  ° 
seem  to  warrant  the   ascription  of  such  a  supposition  to  biiityof 
Hume.     According  to  the  distinction  which  he  inherited  ^^^ 
from  Locke  all  inference  to  or  from  causes  or  effects,  since  that  of 
it  does  not  consist  in  any  comparison  of  the  related  ideas,  ^^^T* 
should  be  merely  probable.     And  as  such  he  often  speaks  of  seem  to 
it.     His  originality  lies  in  his  effort  to  explain  what  Locke  J^^^t^o^^f" 
had  named ;  in  his  treating  that  '  something  not  joined  on  nature,  as 
both  sides  to,  and  so  not  showing  the  agreement  or  disagree-  determm- 

o  o  o  ijig  inter- 

ment of,  the  ideas  imder  consideration'  which  yet '  makes  me  ence. 

believe,**  definitely  as  Habit.  But  *in  common  discourse,' 
as  he  remarks,  ^we  readily  affirm  that  many  arguments  from 
causation  exceed  probability ;''  the  explanation  being  that  in 
these  cases  the  habit  which  determines  the  transition  from 
impression  to  idea  is  ^fuU  and  perfect.'  There  has  been 
enough  past  experience  of  the  immediate  sequence  of  the 
one  ^  perception '  on  the  other  to  form  the  habit,  and  there 
has  been  no  exception  to  it.  In  these  cases  the  ^  assurance,' 
though  distinct  from  knowledge,  may  be  fitly  styled  *  proof,' 
the  term  '  probability '  being  confined  to  those  in  which  the 
assurance  is  not  complete.  Hume  thus  comes  to  use  ^  proba- 
bility' as  equivalent  to  incompleteness  of  assurance,  and  in 
this  sense  speaks  of  it  as  'derived  either  from  imperfect 
experience,  or  from  contrary  causes,  or  from  analogy.' »  It  is 
derived  from  analogy  when  the  present  impression,  which  is 
needed  to  give  vivacity  to  the  '  related  idea,'  is  not  perfectly 
like  the  impressions  with  which  the  idea  has  been  previously 
found  united ;  *  from  contrary  causes,'  when  there  have  been 
exceptions  to  the  immediate  sequence  or  antecedence  of  the 
one  perception  to  the  other ;  '  from  imperfect  experience  * 
when,  though  there  have  been  no  exceptions,  there  has 
not  been  enough  experience  of  the  sequence  to  form  a 
'  full  and  perfect  habit  of  transition.'  Of  this  last  '  species 
of  probability,'  Hume  says  that  it  is  a  kind  which,  '  though 
it  naturally  takes  place  before  any  entire  proof  can  exist, 
yet  no  one  who  is  arrived  at  the  age  of  maturity  can 
any  longer  be  acquainted  with.  'Tis  true,  nothing  is  more 
common  than  for  people  of  the  most  advanced  knowledge 
to  have  attained  only  an  imperfect  experience  of  many 

1  Locke,  4,  15,  3.  *  P.  423.  '  P.  439. 
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particular  events ;  y^hich  iiaturaU j  produces  only  an  imper- 
fect habit  and  transition ;  but  then  we  must  consider  that 
the  mind,  having  formed  another  observation  concerning  the 
connexion  of  causes  and  effects,  gives  new  force  to  its  reason- 
ing Irom  that  observation ;  and  by  means  of  it  can  build  an 
argument  on  one  single  experiment,  when  duly  prepared  and 
examined.  What  we  have  found  once  to  follow  from  any 
object  we  conclude  will  for  ever  follow  from  it ;  and  if  this 
maxim  be  not  always  built  upon  as  certain,  'tis  not  for  want 
of  a  sufScient  number  of  experiments,  but  because  we  fre- 
quently meet  with  instances  to  the  contrary ' — which  ^ve 
rise  to  the  other  sort  of  weakened  assurance  or  probability, 
that  from  *  contrary  causes.'  * 
But  this  836.  There  is  a  great  difference  between  the  meaning 

he^oniy*^"  which  the  abovo  passage  conveys  when  read  in  the  light  of 
professes  the  accepted  logic  of  science,  and  that  which  it  conveys 
^*id**r  ^°  ^^^^  interpreted  consistently  with  the  theory  in  the  state- 
explain  it  ment  of  which  it  occurs.  Whether  Hume,  in  vmting  as  he 
'^^ay-  does  of  that  conclusion  from  a  single  experiment,  which  our 
observation^  concerning  the  connexion  of  cause  and  effect 
enables  us  to  draw,  understood  himself  to  be  expressing  his 
own  theory  or  merely  using  the  received  language  provision- 
ally, one  cannot  be  sure  ;  but  it  is  certain  that  such  language 
can  only  be  justified  by  those  ^maxims  of  philosophers' 
which  it  is  the  purpose  or  effect  of  his  doctrine  to  explain 
away — in  particular  the  maxims  that  ^  the  connexion  between 
all  causes  and  effects  is  equally  necessary  and  that  its  seem- 
ing uncertainty  in  some  instances  proceeds  from  the  secret 
opposition  of  contrary  causes ; '  and  that  ^what  the  vulgar 
call  chance  is  but  a  concealed  cause.' '  These  maxims  repre- 
sent the  notion  that  the  law  of  causation  is  objective  and 
universal;  that  all  seeming  limitations  1o  it,  all  ^probable 
and  contingent  matter,'  are  the  reflections  of  our  ignorance, 
and  exist  merely  ex  parte  nostra.  In  other  words,  they  re- 
present the  notion  of  that  ^  continued  existence  distinct  from 
our  perceptions,'  which  with  Hume  is  a  phrase  generated  by 
*  propensities  to  feign.'  Yet  he  does  not  profess  to  reject 
them ;  nay,  he  handles  them  as  if  they  were  his  own,  but 
after  a  very  little  of  his  manipulation  they  are  so  'translated' 
that  they  would  not  know  themselves.   Because  philosophers 

»  Pp.  439  &  430.  «  Ibiil. 
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'  allow  that  what  the  vulgar  call  chance  is  nothing  but  a  con- 
cealed cause/  ^  probability  of  causes '  and  '  probability  of 
chances'  may  be  taken  as  equivalent.      But  chance,  as 
^  merely  negation  of   a  cause/  has    been    previously  ex- 
plained, on  the  supposition  that  causation  means  a  '  perfect 
habit  of  imagination/  to  be  the  absence  of  such  habit — ^the 
state  in  which  imagination  is  perfectly  indifferent  in  regard 
to  the  transition  from  a  given  impression  to  an  idea,  because 
the  transition  has  not  been  repeated  often  enough  to  form 
even  the  beginning  of  a  habit.     Such  being  mere  chance, 
'  probabilily  of  chances '  means  a  state  of  imagination  between 
the  perfect  indifference  and  that  perfect  habit  of  transition, 
which  is  ^  necessary  connexion.'     *  Probability  of  causes'  is 
the  same  thing.  Its  strength  or  weakness  depends  simply  on 
the  proportion  between  the  number  of  experiments  (^  each 
experiment  being  a  kind  of  chance ')  in  which  A  has  been 
found  to  immediately  follow  B,  and  the  number  of  those  in 
which  it  has  not.^     Mere  chance,  probability,  and  causation 
then  are  equally  states  of  imagination.   The  ^  equal  necessity 
of  the  connexion  between  all  causes  and  effects '  means  not 
that  any  '  law  of  causation  pervades  the  universe,'  but  that, 
Tinless  tbe  habit  of  transition  between  any  feelings  is  ^  full  and 
perfect,'  we  do  not  speak  of  these  feelings  as  related  in  the 
way  of  cause  and  effect. 

337.  Interpreted  consistently  with  this  doctrine,  the  pas-  Laws  of 
sage  quoted  in  the  last  paragraph  but  one  can  only  mean  nature  are 
that,  when  a  man  has  arrived  at  maturity,  his  experience  of  fi^^abiu 
the  sequence  of  feelings  cannot  fail  in  quantity.    He  must  ofezpec- 
have  had  experience  en(yugh  to  form  not  only  a  perfect  habit  **''^°' 
of  transition  from  any  impression  to  the  idea  of  its  usual 
attendant,  but  a  habit  which  would  act  upon  us  even  in  the 
case  of  novel  events,  and  lead  us  after  a  single  experiment  of 
a  sequence  coniidently  to  expect  its  recurrence,  if  only  the 
experience  had  been  umfarm.     It  is  because  it  has  not  been 
so,  that  in  many  cases  the  habit  of  transition  is  still  imper- 
fect^ and  the  sequence  of  A  on  B  not '  proven,'  but  ^  probable.' 
The  probability  then  which  affects  the  imagination  of  the 
matured  man  is  of  the   sort  that  arises  from  'contrary 
causes,'  as  distinct  from  *  imperfect  experience.'    This  is  all 
that  the  passage  in  question  can  fairly  mean.     Such  '  proba- 

»  Pp.  424-428,  432-434. 
VOL.    1.  U 


2d0  GENERAL  INTRODUCTION. 

bility'   caanot  become   *  proof/  or  the   *  imperfect  habit/ 
perfect,  bj  discovery  of  any  necessary  connexion  or  law  of 
causation,  for  the  perfect  habit  of  transition,  the  imagination 
enlivened  to  the  maximum  by  custom,  is  the  law  of  causation. 
The  formation  of  the  habit  constitutes  the  law :  to  discoyer 
it  would  be  to  discover  what  does  not  yet  exist.     The  incom- 
pleteness of  the  habit  in  certain  directions,  the  limitation  of 
our  assurance  to  certain  sequences  as  distinct  fix>m  others, 
must  be  equally  a  limitation  to  the  universality  of  the  law. 
It  is  impossible  then  that  on  the  fiiith  of  the  universality 
of  the  law  we  should  seek  to  extend  the  range  of  that 
assurance  which  is  identical  with  it.     Our  '  observation  con- 
cerning the  connexion  of  causes  and  effects '  merely  means 
the  sum  of  our  assured  expectations,  founded  on  habit,  at 
any  given  time,  abd  that  on  the  strength  of  this  we  should 
*  prepare  an  experiment,'  with  a  view  to  assuring  ourselves 
of  a  universal  sequence  from  a  single  instance,  is  as  unac- 
countable as  that,  given  the  instance,  the  assurance  should 
follow. 

£xperi-  ^^^'  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  stands  thus.     In  order  to  make  the 

ence,  ac-     required  distinction  between  inference  to  real  existence  and 
hUaccoimt  ^^^  lively  Suggestion  of  an  idea,  Hume  has  to  graft  on  his 
ofit,cannot  theory  the  alien  notion  of  an  objective  system,  an  order  of 
of  know^'*^  nature,  represented  by  ideas  of  memory,  and  on  the  strength 
ledge.         of  such  a  uotion  to  interpret  a  transition  from  these  ideas  to 
others,  because  we  cannot  help  making  it,  as  an  objective 
necessity.     Of  such  alien  notion  and  interpretation  he  avails 
himself  in  his  definition  (understood  as  he  means  it  to  be 
understood)  of  cause  as  a  ^  natural  relation.'  ^     But  he  had 
not  the  boldness  of  his  later  disciples.     Though  he  could  be 
ineonsitttent  so  far,  he  could  not  be  inconsistent  far  enough 
to  make  his  theory  of  inference  fit  the  practice  of  natural 
philosophers.     Bound  by  his  doctrine  of  ideas  as  copied  from 
impressions,  he  can  give  no  account  of  inferred  ideas  that 
shall  explain  the  extension  of  knowledge  beyond  the  expect- 
ation that  we  shall  feel  again  what  we  have  felt  already.     It 
was  not  till  another  theory  of  experience  was  forthcoming 
than  that  given  by  the  philosophers  who  were  most  fond  of 
declaring  their  devotion  to  it,  that  the  procedure  of  science 
'•ould  be  justified.     The  old  philosophy,  we  are  often  truly 

^  See  above,  paragraph  317. 
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told,  had  been  barren  for  want  of  contact  with  fact.  It 
sought  tmth  by  a  process  which  really  consisted  in  evolving 
the  '  connotation '  of  general  names.  The  new  birth  came 
when  the  mind  had  learnt  to  leave  the  idols  of  the  tribe  and 
cave,  and  to  cleave  solely  to  experience.  If  the  old  philosophy, 
however,  was  superseded  by  science,  science  itself  required 
a  new  philosophy  to  answer  the  question.  What  constitutes 
experience  9  It  was  in  effect  to  answer  this  question  that 
Locke  and  Hume  wrote,  and  it  is  the  condemnation  of  their 
doctrine  that,  according  to  it,  experience  is  not  a  possible 
parent  of  science.  It  is  not  those,  we  know,  who  cry 
'  Lord,  Lord !  ^  the  loudest,  that  enter  into  the  kingdom  of 
heaven,  nor  does  the  strongest  assertion  of  our  dependence 
on  experience  imply  a  true  insight  into  its  nature.  Hume 
has  found  acceptance  with  men  of  science  as  the  great  ex* 
ponent  of  the  doctrine  that  there  can  be  no  new  knowledge 
without  new  experience.  It  has  not  been  noticed  that  with 
him  such  *  new  experience '  could  only  mean  a  further  repe- 
tition of  familiar  feelings,  and  that  if  it  means  more  to  his 
followers,  it  is  only  because  they  have  been  less  faithful  than 
he  was  to  that  antithesis  between  thought  and  realily  which 
they  are  not  less  loud  in  asserting. 

339.  From  the  point  that  our  enquiry  has  reached,  we  can  His  atti- 
anticipate  the  line  which  Hume  could  not  but  take  in  regard  ^"^•.^T 

*  °  wards  doo 

to  Self  and  God.  His  scepticism  lay  ready  to  his  hand  in  the  trine  of 
incompatibility  between  the  principles  of  Locke  and  that  ti»|°king 
doctrine  of  '  thinking  substance,'  which  Locke  and  Berkeley 
alike  maintained.  If  the  reader  will  revert  to  the  previous 
part  of  this  introduction,  in  which  that  doctrine  was  dis- 
cussed,* he  will  find  it  equally  a  commentary  upon  those 
sections  of  the  ^  Treatise  on  Human  Nature '  which  deal  with 
'  immaterialily  of  the  soul '  and  ^  personal  identity.'  Sub- 
stance, we  saw,  alike  as  '  extended '  and  as  '  thinking,'  was  a 
*  creation  of  the  mind,'  yet  real ;  something  of  which  there 
was  an  *  idea,'  but  of  which  nothing  could  be  said  but  that  it 
was  not  an  ^  idea.'  The  '  thinking '  substance,  moreover,  was 
at  a  special  disadvantage  in  contrast  with  the  ^  extended,' 
because,  in  the  first  place,  it  could  not,  like  body,  be  repre- 
sented as  given  to  consciousness  in  the  feeling  of  solidity,  and 
secondly  it  was  not  wanted.     It  was  a  mere  double  of  the 

>  AboTO,  paragraphs  127-136, 144-146,  &  192. 
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extended  substance  to  which,  as  the  '  something  wherein 
therein  they  do  subsist  and  from  which  they  do  result/  our 
ideas  had  ahready  been  referred.    Having  no  conception, 
then,  of  Spirit  or  Self  before  him  but  that  of  tlie  thinking 
substance,  of  which  Berkeley  had  confessed  that  it  was  not  a 
possible  idea  or  object  of  an  idea,  Hume  had  only  to  apply 
the  method,  by  which  Berkeley  himself  had  disposed  of  ex- 
tended substance,  to  get  rid  of  Spirit  likewise.     This  could 
be  done  in  a  sentence,^  but  having  done  it,  Hume  is  at 
further  pains  to  show  that  immateriality,  simplicity,  and 
identity  cannot  be  ascribed  to  the  soul ;  as  if  there  were  a  soul 
leffc  to  which  anything  could  be  ascribed. 
Ae  to  im-        340.  There  were  two  ways  of  conceiving  the  soul  as  im- 
materiiU-     material,  of   which  Hume  was  coenizant.     One,   current 
'H^!^:    among  the  theologians  and  ordmarj  Cartesians  and  adopted 
piaya  off     ty  Locke,  distinguishing  extension  and  thought  as  severally 
Berkeley     divisible  and   indivisible,   supposed  separate  substances — 
against       matter  and  the  soul — to  which  these  attributes,  incapable  of 
o  er,  <  local  conjunction,' severally  belonged.  The  other, Berkeley's, 
having  ostensibly  reduced  extended  matter  to  a  succession 
of  feelings,  took  the  exclusion  of  all  ^matter'  to  which 
thought  could  be  ^joined'  as  a  proof  that  the  soul  was  im- 
material.    Hume,  with  cool  ingenuity,  turns  each  doctrine 
to  account  against  the  other.     From  Berkeley  he  accepts 
the  reduction  of  sensible  things  to  sensations.    Our  feelings 
do  not  represent  extended  objects  other  than  themselves ; 
but  we  cannot  admit  this  without  acknowledging  the  con- 
sequence, as  Berkeley  himself  implicitly  did,^  that  certain 
of  our  impressions — those  of  sight  and  touch — are  themselves 
extended.     What  then  becomes  of  the  doctrine,  that  the 
soul  must  be  immaterial  because  thought  is  not  extended, 
and  cannot  be  joined  to  what  is  so  P    Thought  means  the 
succession  of  impressions.      Of    these  some,   though   the 
smaller  number,  are  actually  extended ;  and  those  that  are 
not  so  are  united  to  those  that  are  by  the  ^  natural  relations ' 
of  resemblance  and  of  contiguity  in  time  of  appearance,  and 
by  the  consequent  relation  of  cause  and  efFect.'^  ,  The  rela- 
tion of  local  conjunction,  it  is  true,  can  only  obtain  between 
impressions  which  are  alike  extended.    The  ascription  of  it  to 
such  as  are  unextended  arises  from  the  ^  propensity  in  human 

*  P.  517.  '  See  above,  par.  177.  ■  Pp.  520-621. 
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nature^  when  objects  are  united  by  any  relation,  to  add  some    / 
new  relation  in  order  to  complete  the  union. '  *     This  ad- 
mission, however,  can  yield  no  triumph  to  those  who  hold 
that  thought  can  only  be  joined  to  a  '  simple  and  indivisible 
substance.'      If  the  existence  of  unextended  impressions 
requires  the  supposition  of  a  thinking  substance  '  simple  and 
indivisible/  the   existence  of  extended  ones  must  equally 
imply  a  thinking  substance  that  has  all  the  properties  of 
extended  objects.     If  it  is  absurd  to  suppose  that  perceptions 
which  are  unextended  can  belong  to  a  substance  which  is 
extended,  it  is  equally  absurd  to  suppose  that  perceptions 
which  are  extended  can  belong  to  a  substance  that  is  not 
so.     Thus  Berkeley's  criticism  has  indeed  prevailed  against  and  proree 
the  vulgar  notion  of  a  material  substance  as  opposed  to  a  gpfn^|2t  * 
thinking  one,  but  meanwhile  he  is  himself  ^  hoist  with  his 
own  petard.'    If  that  thinking  substance,  the  survival  of 
which  was  the  condition  of  his  theory  serving  its  theological 
purpose,*  is  to  survive  at  all,  it  can  only  be  as  equivalent 
to  Spinoza's  substance,  in  which  ^  both  matter  and  thought 
were  supposed  to  inhere.*     The  universe  of  our  experience 
— ^  the  sun,  moon,  and  stars ;  the  earth,  seas,  plants,  animals, 
men,  ships,  houses,  and  other  productions,  either  of  art  or 
nature ' — ^is  the  same  universe  when  it  is  called  *  the  universe 
of  objects  or  of  body,'  and  when  it  is  called  *  the  universe  of 
thought,  or  of  impressions  and  ideas ;'  but  to  hold,  according 
to  Spinoza's  ^  hideous  hypothesis,'  that  '  the  universe  of  ob- 
jects or  of   body'  inheres  in  one  simple  uncompounded 
substance,  is  to  rouse  ^  a  hundred  voices  of  scorn  and  detes- 
tation;' while  the  same  hypothesis  in  I'egard  to  fche  '  universe 
of  impressions  and  ideas'  is  treated  'with  applause   and 
veneration.'     It  was  to  save  Qod  and  Immortality  that  the 
*  great  philosopher,'  who  had  found  the  true  way   out  of 
the  scholastic  absurdity  of  abstract  ideas,'  had  yet  clung  to 
the  'unintelligible  chimsera'  of  thinking  substance;    and 
after  all,  in  doing  so,  he  fell  into  a  '  true  atheism,'  indistin- 
guishable from  that  which  had  rendered  the  unbelieving 
Jew  '  so  universally  infamous.'^ 

841.  The  supposition  of  spiritual   substance  being  thus  Causality 
at  once  absurd,  and  of  a  tendency  the  very  opposite  of  the  ^^  ■P^'^' 

*  P.  621.  ■  S«e  pfige  326. 

'  See  aboye,  paragrapht  101  and  foil.  *  Pp.  623-626. 
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treated  in    purpose  it  was  meant  to  serve,  can  anything  better  be  said 
the  same     f^^  the  supposition  of  a  spiritual  cause  ?     It  was   to  the 
representation  of  spirit  as  cause  rather  than  as  substance, 
it  will  be  remembered,  that  both  Locke  and  Berkeley  trusted 
for  the  establishment  of  a  Theism  which  should  not  be 
Pantheism.^     Locke^  in  his  demonstration  of  the  being  of 
God,  trusted  for  proof  of  a  first  cause  to  the  inference  from 
that  which  begins  to  exist  to  something  having  power  to 
produce  it,  and  to  the  principle  of  necessary  connexion — 
connexion  in  the  way  of  agreement  of  ideas — between  cause 
and  effect  for  proof  that  this  first  cause  must  be  immaterial, 
even  as  its  effect,  viz.  our  thought,  is.     Hume's  doctrine  of 
causation,  of  course,  renders  both  sides  of  the  demonstration 
anmeaning.      Inference  being  only  the  suggestion  hj  a 
feelidg  of  the  image  of  its  '  usual  attendant,'  there  can  be 
no  inference  to  that  which  is  not  a  possible  image  of  an  im- 
pression.    Nor,  since  causation  merely  means  the  constant 
^conjunction  of  impressions,  and  there  is  no  such  contrariety 
between  the  impression  we  call  ^  motion  of  matter '  and  that 
^we  call  'thought,'  anymore  than  between  any  other  im- 
pressions,^ as  is  incompatible  with  their  constant  conjunction, 
is  there  any  reason  why  we  should  set  aside  the  hourly  ex- 
j)erience,  which  tells  us  that  bodily  motions  are  the  cause  of 
thoughts  and  sentiments  P     K,   however,  there  were  that 
necessary  connexion  between  effect  and  cause,  by  which 
Locke  sought  to  show  the  spirituality  of  the  first  cause,  it 
would  really  go  to  show  just  the  reverse  of  infinite  power 
in  such  cause.     It  is  from  our  impressions  and  ideas  that 
we  are  supposed  to  infer   this  cause ;   but  in  these — as 
Berkeley  had  shown,  and  shown  as  his  way  of  proving  the 
existence  of  God — there  is  no  eflScacy  whatever.    They  are 
^  inert.'    If  then  the  cause  must  agree  with  the  effect,  the 
Supreme  Being,  as  the  cause  of  our  impressions  and  ideas, 
must  be  *  inert'  likewise.      K,  on  the   other  hand,  with 
Berkeley  we  cling  to  the  notion  that  there  must  be  efficient 
power  somewhere,  and  having  excluded  it  from  the  relation 

*  Seeabore,  §§  147,  171,  193.  in  certain  leading  passages  allow  him- 

'  There  is  no  contrariety,  according  self  to  speak   of  contrariety  between 

to  Home,  except  between  existence  and  ideas  {e.ff,  pp.  494  and  635),  which  is 

non-existence  (p.  323)  and  as  all  im-  incidental  evidence  that  the  ideas  there 

pressions  and  ideas  equally  exist  (p.  treated  of  are  not  so,  according  to.  his 

394),  there  can  be  no  contrariety  be-  account  of  ideas,  at  all. 
tween  any  of  them.     He  does  indeed 
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of  ideas  to  each  other  or  of  matter  to  ideas,  find  it  in  the 
direct  relation  of  God  to  ideas,  we  fall  *  into  the  grossest 
impieties  ;*  for  it  will  follow  that  God  *  is  the  author  of  all 
our  volitions  and  impressions.'  ^ 

342.  Against  the  doctrine  of  a  real '  identity  of  the  self  or  DisposM 
person'  Hume  had  merely  to  exhibit  the  contradictions  ^^'?®.^ 
which  Locke's  own  statement  of  it  involves.'  To  have  tity  by 
transferred  this  identity  definitely  from  *  matter'  to  con-  '^^^T^^. 
scionsness  was  in  itself  a  great  merit,  but,  so  transferred,  in  tions  in 
the  absence  of  any  other  theory  of  consciousness  than  lake's 
Locke's,  it  only  becomes  more  obviously  a  fiction.     K  there  jt, 

is  nothing  real  but  the  succession  of  feelings,  identity  of 
body,  it  is  lame,  disappears  as  inevitably  as  identity  of  mind ; 
and  so  we  have  already  found  it  to  do  in  Hume.*  But 
whereas  the  notion  of  a  unity  of  body  throughout  the  suc- 
cession of  perceptions  only  becomes  contradictory  through 
the  medium  of  a  reduction  of  body  to  a  succession  of  per- 
ceptions, the  identity  of  a  mind,  which  has  been  already 
defined  as  a  succession  of  perceptions,  is  a  contradiction  in 
terms.  There  can  be  *  properly  no  simplicity  in  it  at  one 
time,  nor  identity  at  different ;  it  is  a  kind  of  theatre  where 
several  perceptions  successively  make  their  appearance.'  But 
this  comparison  must  not  mislead  us.  ^  They  are  the  suc- 
cessive perceptions  only,  that  constitute  the  mind ;  nor  have 
we  the  most  distant  notion  of  the  place  where  these  scenes 
are  represented,  or  of  the  materials  of  which  it  is  composed.' 
The  problem  for  Hume  then  in  regard  to  personal,  as 
it  had  been  in  regard  to  bodily,  identity  is  to  account  for 
that  ^natural  propension  to  imagine'  it  which  language 
implies. 

343.  The  method  of  explanation  in  each  case  is  the  same.  Yet  can 
He  starts  with  two  suppositions,  to  neither  of  which  he  is  counWop 
logically  entitled.     One  is  that  we  have  a  'distinct  idea  of  it  as  a 
identity  or  sameness,'  i.e.  of  an  object  that  remains  invari-  J£^gJJ*p/ 
able  and  uninterrupted  through  a  supposed  variation  of  time'  posing 
— a  supposition  which,  as  we  have  seen,  upon  his  principles  ^^^\ 
must  mean  that  a  feeling,  which  is  one  in  a  succession  of  with  him 
feelings,  is  yet  all  the  successive  feelings  at  once.   The  other  »"•  ^"P^*" 

*  Pp.   529-531,  a    commentary    on  *  See  abore,  l§  184  and  folL 

the  aignroent  here  giren  has  been  in  '  See  aboye,  ||  306  and  folL 

effect  supplied  in  paragraphs  148-162, 
and  194. 
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In  origin 
this  •  fic- 
tion' the 
same  as 
that  of 
•  Body.* 


is  that  we  haye  an  idea  '  of  several  different  objects  existing 
in  succession,  and  connected  together  by  a  close '  (natural) 
'relation' — which  in  like  manner  implies  that  a  feeling, 
which  is  one  among  a  succession  of  feelings,  is  at  the  same 
time  a  consciousness  of  these  feelings  as  successive  and 
under  that  qualification  by  mutual  relation  which  implies 
their  equal  presence  to  it.    These  two  ideas,  which  in  truth 
are '  distinct  and  even  contrary,'  *  we  yet  come  to  confuse  with 
each  other,  because  'that  action  of  the  imagination,  by 
which  we  consider  the  uninterrupted  and  invisible  object, 
and  that  by  which  we  reflect  on  the  succession  of  related 
objects,  are  almost  the  same  to  the  feeling/    Thus,  though 
what  we  call  our  mind  is  really  a  *  succession  of  related  ob- 
jects,' we  have  a  strong  propensity  to  mistake  it  for  an  '  in- 
variable and  uninterrupted  object.*     To  this  propensity  we 
at  last  so  far  yield  as  to  assert  our  successive  perceptions  to 
be  in  effect  the  same,  however  interrupted  and  variable ;  and 
then,  by  way  of  'justifying  to  ourselves  this  absurdity,  feign 
the  continued  existence  of  the  perceptions  of  our  senses,  to 
remove  the  interruption ;  and  run  into  the  notion  of  a  soul, 
and  sel/y  and  syhstcunce^  to  disguise  the  variation/' 

844.  It  will  be  seen  that  the  theory,  which  we  have  just 

summarised,  would  merely  be  a  briefer  version  of  that  given 

in  the  section  on  '  Scepticism  with  regard  to  the  Senses,'  if 

in  the  sentence,  which  states  its  conclusion,  for  '  the  notion 

of  a  soul  and  self  and  substance '  were  written  '  the  notion  of 

a  double  existence  of  perceptions  and  object-s.'  *    To  a  reader 

who  has  not  thoroughly  entered  into  the  fusion  of  being  and 

feeling,  which   belongs  to  the  'new  way  of  ideas,'  it  may 

seem  strange  that  one  and  the  same  process  of  so-called 

confusion  has  to  account  for  such  apparently  disparate  results, 

as  the  notion  of  a  permanently  identical  self  and  that  of  the 

distinct  existence  of  body.     If  he  4>ears  in  mind,  however, 

that  with  Hume  the  universe  of  our  experience  is  the  same 

when  it  is  called  '  the  universe  of  objects  or  of  body '  and 

when  it  is  called  the  '  universe  of  thought  or  my  impressions 

and  ideas,' ^  he  will  see  that  on  the  score  of  consistency 

Hume  is  to  be  blamed,  not  for  applying  the  same  method  to 

account  for  the  fictions  of  material  and  spiritual  identity^ 

but  for  allowing  himself,  in  his  preference  for  physical,  as 


>  See  note  to  $  341. 
■  Pp.  636-636. 


■  Above,  If  306-310. 
*  Abore,  {  340, 
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against  theological,  pretension,  to  write  as  if  the  supposition 
of  spiritual  were  really  distinct  from  that  of  material  iden- 
tity, and  might  be  more  contemptuously  disposed  of.  The 
original  'mistake,'  out  of  which  according  to  him  the  two 
fictitious  suppositions  arise,  is  one  and  the  same ;  and  though 
it  is  a  '  mistake '  without  which,  as  we  have  found  ^  from 
Sume^s  own  admissions,  we  could  not  speak  even  in  singular 
propositions  of  the  most  ordinary  '  objects  of  sense ' — this 
pen,  this  table,  this  chair — it  is  yet  one  that  on  his  princi- 
ples is  logically  impossible,  since  it  consists  in  a  confasion 
between  ideas  that  we  cannot  haye.  Of  this  original  '  mis- 
take '  the  fictions  of  body  and  of  its  '  continued  and  distinct 
existence '  are  but  altered  expressions.  They  represent  in 
truth  the  same  logical  category  of  substance  and  relation. 
And  of  the  Self  according  to  Locke's  notion  of  it^  (which  was 
the  only  one  that  Hume  had  in  yiew),  as  a  '  thinking  thing ' 
within  each  man  among  a  multitude  of  other  thinWng  things, 
the  same  would  haye  to  be  said.  But  in  order  to  account 
for  the  ^  mistake,'  of  which  the  suppositions  of  thinking  and 
material  substance  are  the  correlatiye  expressions,  and  which 
it  is  the  net  result  of  Hume's  speculation  to  exhibit  at  once 
as  necessary  and  as  impossible,  we  haye  found  another  notion 
of  the  self  forced,  upon  us — ^not  as  a  double  of  body,  but  as 
the  source  of  that '  familiar  theory '  which  body  in  truth  is, 
and  without  which  there  would  be  no  uniyerse  of  objects, 
whether  '  bodies '  or  ^  impressions  and  ideas,'  at  all. 

345.  Thus  the  more   strongly  Hume  insists    that  'the  Posaibility 
identity  which  we  ascribe  to  the  mind  of  man  is  only  a  ftctiSous 
fictitious  one,'^  the  more  completely  does  his  doctrine  refate  idoaa  im- 
itself.     K  he  had  really  succeeded  in  reducing  those  *in-  ^^tbn'of ' 
yented '  relations,  which  Locke  had  implicitly  recognised  as  Hume's 
the  fiumework  of  the  uniyerse,  to  what  he  calls  *  natural '  ^o*^*^"*- 
ones — ^to  mere  sequences  of  feeling — ^the  case  would  haye  been 
different.     With  the  disappearance  of  the  conception  of  the 
world  as  a  system  of  related  elements,  the  necessity  of  a 
thinking  subject,  without  whose  presence  to  feelings  they 
could  not  become  such  elements,  would  haye  disappeared 
likewise.   But  he  cannot  so  reduce  them.   In  all  his  attempts 
to  do  so  we  find  that  the  relation,  which  has  to  be  explained 
away,  is  pre-supposed  under  some  other  expression,  and  that 

>  Abore.  {{  308  &  304.  *  Above,  §{  129-132.  '  P.  540. 
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it  is  '  fictitious '  not  in  the  sense  which  Hume's  theory  re- 
quires— ^the  sense,  namely,  that  there  is  no  such  thing  either 
really  or  in  imagination,  either  as  impression  or  idea — but 
in  the  sense  that  it  would  not  exist  if  we  did  not  think  about 
our  feelings.  Thus,  whereas  identity  ought  for  Hume's 
purpose  to  be  either  a  ^  natural  relation,'  or  a  propensity 
arising  from  such  relation,  or  nothing,  we  find  that  accord- 
ing to  his  account,  though  neither  natural  relation  nor  pro- 
pensity, it  yet  exists  both  as  idea  and  as  reality.  He  saves 
appearances  indeed  by  saying^  that  natural  relations  of  ideas 

*  produce  it,'  but  they  do  so,  according  to  his  detailed 
account  of  the  matter,  in  the  sense  that,  the  idea  of  an 
identical  object  being  given,  we  mistake  our  successive 
and  resembling  feelings  for  such  an  object.  In  other  words, 
the  existence  of  numerically  identical  things  is  a  ^  fiction,' 
not  as  if  there  were  no  such  things,  but  because  it  implies 
a  certain  operation  of  thought  upon  our  feelings,  a  certain 
interpretation  of  impressions  under  direction  of  an  idea  not 
derived  from  impressions.  By  a  like  equivocal  use  of  ^  fiction ' 
Hume  covers  the  admission  of  real  identity  in  its  more  com- 
plex forms — the  identity  of  a  mass,  whose  parts  undergo 
perpetual  change  of  distribution ;  of  a  body  whose  form 
survives  not  merely  the  redistribution  of  its  materials,  but 
the  substitution  of  others;  of  animals  and  vegetables,  in 
which  nothing  but  the  'common  end'  of  the  changing 
members  remains  the  same.  The  reality  of  such  identity  of 
■mass,  of  form,  of  organism,  he  quietly  takes  for  granted.^ 
He  calls  it  '  fictitious '  indeed,  but  only  either  in  the  sense 
above  given  or  in  the  sense  that  it  is  mistaken  for  mere  nu- 
merical identity. 

846.  After  he  has  thus  admitted,  as  constituents  of  the 

*  universe  of  objects,'  a  whole  hierarchy  of  ideas  of  which 
the  simplest  must  vanish  before  the  demand  to  '  point  out 
the  impression  from  which  it  is  derived,'  we  are  the  less 
surprised  to  find  him  pronouncing  in  conclusion  *  that  the 
true  idea  of  the  human  mind  is  to  consider  it  as  a  system 
of  different  perceptions  or  different  existences,  which  are 


*  P.  543.     '  Identity  depends  on  the  they  consist ; '  since,  ficcordinff  to  Hume, 

relations  of  ideas;  and  these  relations  the  'easiness  of  transition    is  not  an 

produce  identity  by  means  of  that  easy  effect  of  natural  relation,  butconstitate« 

transition  they  occasion/    Strictly  it  it.     Of.  pp.  322  &  497,  and  above,  §318. 
should  be  'that  easy  transition  in  which  *  Pp.  536-538. 
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linked  together  by  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect,  and  mu- 
tually produce,  destroy,  influence  and  modify  each  other.'  ^ 
A  better  definition  than  this,  as  a  definition  of  naturey  or  one 
more  charged  with  *  fictions  of  thought,'  could  scarcely  be 
desired.  If  the  idea  of  such  a  system  is  a  true  idea  ^at  all, 
which  we  are  only  wrong  in  confusing  with  mere  numerical 
identity,  we  need  be  the  less  concerned  that  it  should  be 
adduced  as  the  true  idea  not  of  nature  but  of  the  '  human 
mind.'  Having  learnt,  through  the  discipline  which  Hume 
himself  furnishes,  that  the  recognition  of  a  system  of  nature 
logically  carries  with  it  that  of  a  self-conscious  subject,  in 
relation  to  which  alone  ^different  perceptions'  become  a 
system  of  nature,  we  know  that  we  cannot  naturalise  the 
'  human  mind '  without  presupposing  that  which  is  neither 
nature  nor  natural,  though  apart  from  it  nature  would  not  be 
— that  of  which  the  designation  as  '  mind,'  as  f  human,'  as 
'  personal,'  is  of  secondary  importance,  but  which  is  eternal, 
self-determined,  and  thinks. 

T.  H.  Geben. 
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ADVERTISEMENT. 

Mt  design  in  the  present  work  is  sufficiently  explained  in 
the  Introduction.  The  reader  must  only  observe,  that  all 
the  subjects  I  have  there  plann'd  out  to  myself,  are  not 
treated  of  in  these  two  volumes.  The  subjects  of  the  Under- 
standing and  Passions  make  a  compleat  chain  of  reasoning 
by  themselves ;  and  I  was  willing  to  take  advantage  of  this 
natural  division,  in  order  to  try  the  taste  of  the  public.  If  I 
have  the  good  fortune  to  meet  with  success,  I  shall  proceed 
to  the  examination  of  Morals,  Politics,  and  Criticism ;  which 
will  compleat  this  Treatise  of  Human  Nature.  The  approba- 
tion of  the  public  I  consider  as  the  greatest  reward  of  my 
labours ;  but  am  determined  to  regard  its  judgment,  what- 
ever it  be,  as  my  best  instruction. 
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INTRODUCTION. 

NoTHiNa  is  more  usnal  and  more  natural  for  those,  whov  nnno- 
pretend  to  discover  anything  new  to  the  world  in  philosophy  ^^^Q? 
and  the  sciences,  than  to  insinuate  the  praises  of  their  own 
systems,  by  decrying  all  those,  which  have  been  advanced 
before  them.  And  indeed  were  they  content  with  lamenting 
that  ignorance,  which  we  still  Ue  under  in  the  most  important 
questions,  that  can  come  before  the  tribunal  of  human 
reason,  there  are  few,  who  have  an  acquaintance  with  the 
sciences,  that  would  not  readily  agree  with  them.  Tis  easy 
for  one  of  judgment  and  learning,  to  perceive  the  weak 
fotmdation  even  of  those  systems,  which  have  obtained  the 
greatest  credit,  and  have  carried  their  pretensions  highest  to 
accurate  and  profound  reasoning.  Principles  taken  upon 
trust,  consequences  lamely  deduced  from  them,  want  of 
coherence  in  the  parts,  and  of  evidence  in  the  whole,  these 
are  every  where  to  be  met  with  in  the  systems  of  the  most 
eminent  philosophers,  and  seem  to  have  drawn  disgrace  upon 
philosophy  itself. 

Nor  is  there  required  such  profoumd  knowledge  to  discover 
the  present  imperfect  condition  of  the  sciences,  but  even  the 
rabble  without  doors  may  judge  from  the  noise  and  clamour, 
which  they  hear,  that  all  goes  not  well  within.  There  is 
nothing  which  is  not  the  subject  of  debate,  and  in  which 
men  of  learning  are  not  of  contrary  opinions.     The  most 
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INTRO-  trivial  question  escapes  not  our  controversy,  and  in  the  most 
—  ,  .^  momentous  we  are  not  able  to  give  any  certain  decision. 
Disputes  are  multiplied,  as  if  every  thing  was  uncertain ;  and 
these  disputes  are  managed  with  the  greatest  warmth,  as  if 
every  thing  was  certain.  Amidst  aU  this  bustle  'tis  not 
reason,  which  carries  the  prize,  but  eloquence ;  and  no  man 
needs  ever  despair  of  gaining  proselytes  to  the  most  extra- 
vagant hypothesis,  who  has  art  enough  to  represent  it  in  any 
favourable  colours.  The  victory  is  not  gained  by  the  men  at 
arms,  who  manage  the  pike  ^^nd  the  sword;  but  by  the 
trumpeters,  drummers,  and  musicians  of  the  army. 

Prom  hence  in  my  opinion  arises  ^  that  common  prejudice 
against  metaphysical  reasonings  of  all  kinds,  even  amongst 
those,  who  profess  themselves  scholars,  and  have  a  just  value 
for  every  other  part  of  literature.  By  metaphysical  reason- 
ings, they  do  not  understand  those  on  any  particular  branch 
of  science,  but  every  kind  of  argument,  which  is  any  way 
abstruse,  and  requires  some  attention  to  be  comprehended. 
We  have  so  often  lost  otir  labour  in  such  researches,  that 
we  commonly  reject  them  without  hesitation,  and  resolve,  if 
we  must  for  ever  be  a  prey  to  errors  and  delusions,  that  they 
shall  at  least  be  natural  and  entertaining.  And  indeed 
nothing  but  the  most  determined  scepticism,  along  with  a 
great  degree  of  indolence,  can  justify  this  aversion  to 
metaphysics.  For  if  truth  be  at  all  within  the  reach  of 
human  capacity,  'tis  certain  it  must  lie  very  deep  and 
abstruse;  and  to  hope  we  shall  arrive  at  it  without 
pains,  while  the  greatest  geniuses  have  failed  with  the 
utmost  pains,  must  certainly  be  esteemed  sufficiently  vain 
and  presumptuous.  I  pretend  to  no  such  advantage  in  the 
philosophy  I  am  going  to  unfold,  and  would  esteem  it  a 
strong  presumption  against  it,  were  it  so  very  easy  and 
obvious. 

'Tis  evident,  that  all  the  sciences  have  a  relation,  greater 
or  less,  to  human  nature ;  and  that  however  wide  any  of 
them  may  seem  to  run  from  it,  they  still  return  back  by  one 
passage  or  another.  Even  MatkematicSy  Natural  PfUldeophy, 
and  Natural  Beligionf  are  in  some  measure  dependent  on  the 
science  of  Man  ;  since  they  lie  under  the  cognizance  of  men, 
and  are  judged  of  by  their  powers  and  faculties.  "Tis  im- 
possible to  tell  what  changes  and  improvements  we  might 
make  in  these  sciences  were  we  thoroughly  acquainted  with 
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the  extent  and  force  of  Iinman  understandin&r,  and  cou*d  intro- 
explain  the  nature  of  the  ideas  we  employ,  and  of  the  opera-  *w— , — ' 
tions  we  perform  in  our  reasonings.  And  these  improvements 
axe  the  more  to  be  hoped  for  in  natural  religion,  as  it  is  not 
content  with  instructing  us  in  the  nature  of  superior  powers, 
but  carries  its  views  farther,  to  their  disposition  towards  us, 
and  our  duties  towards  them;  and  consequently  we  ourselves 
are  not  only  the  beings,  that  reason,  but  also  one  of  the  ob- 
jects, concerning  which  we  reason. 

If  therefore  the  sciences  of  Mathematics,  Natural  Philo- 
sophy, and  Natural  Beligion,  have  such  a  dependence  on  the 
knowledge  of  man,  what  may  be  expected  in  the  other  . 
sciences,  whose  connexion  with  human  nature  is  more  close 
and  intimate  P  The  sole  end  of  logic  is  to  explain  the  grin- 
ciples  and  operations  of  our  reasoning  faculty,  and  the 
nature  of  our  ideas :  morals  and  criticism  regard  our  tastes 
and  sentiments:  and  politics  consider  men  as  united  in 
society,  and  dependent  on  each  other.  In  these  four  sciences 
of  Logic,  Morals,  Criticism,  and  PoUtics,  is  comprehended 
almost  everything,  which  it  can  any  way  import  us  to  be 
acquainted  with,  or  which  can  tend  either  to  the  improve- 
ment or  ornament  of  the  human  mind. 

Here  then  is  the  only  expedient,  from  which  we  can  hope 
for  success  in  our  philosophical  researches,  to  leave  the 
tedious  lingering  method,  which  we  have  hitherto  followed, 
and  instead  of  taking  now  and  then  a  castle  or  village  on 
the  frontier,  to  march  up  directly  to  the  capital  or  center  of 
these  sciences,  to  human  nature  itself;  which  being  once 
masters  of,  we  may  every  where  else  hope  for  an  easy  victory. 
From  this  station  we  may  extend  our  conquests  over  all 
those  sciences,  which  more  intimately  concern  human  life, 
and  may  afterwards  proceed  at  leisure  to  discover  more  fully 
those,  which  are  the  objects  of  pure  curiosity.  There  is  no 
question  of  importance,  whose  decision  is  not  compriz'd  in 
the  science  of  n^an ;  and  there  is  none,  which  can  be  decided 
with  any  certainty,  before  we  become  acquainted  with  that 
science.  In  pretending,  therefore,  to  explain  the  principles  .-^ 
of  human  nature,  we  in  effect  propose  a  compleat  system 
of  the  sciences,  built  on  a  foundation  almost  entirely  new, 
and  the  only  one  upon  which  they  can  stand  with  any 
security. 

And  as  the  science  of  man  is  the  only  solid  foundation  for  r 
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INTRO-    the  other  sciences,  so  the  only  solid  foundation  we  con  firive 

' , — '  to  this  science  itself  must  be  laid  on  exgerience^and  obseira- 

tion.  'Tis  no  astonishing  reflection  to  consider,  that  the 
application  of  experimental  philosophy  to  moral  subjects 
should  come  after  that  to  natural  at  the  distance  of  above  a 
whole  century ;  since  we  find  in  fact,  that  there  was  about 
the  same  interval  betwixt  the  origins  of  these  sciences; 
and  that  reckoning  from  Thales  to  Soobates,  the  space  of 
time  is  nearly  equal  to  that  betwixt  my  Lord  Bacon  and 
some  late  philosophers  in  Englcmd,^  who  have  begun  to  put 
the  science  of  man  on  a  new  footing,  and  have  engaged  the 
attention,  and  excited  the  curiosity  of  the  public.  So  true 
it  is,  that  however  other  nations  may  rival  us  in  poetry,  and 
excel  us  in  some  other  agreeable  arts,  the  improvements  in 

I    reason  and  philosophy  can  only  be  owing  to  a  land  of  tblera- 
tion  and  of  liberty. 

Nor  ought  we  to  think,  that  this  latter  improvement  in  the 
science  of  man  will  do  less  honour  to  our  native  country  than 
the  former  in  natural  philosophy,  but  ought  rather  to 
esteem  it  a  greater  glory,  upon  account  of  the  greater  import- 
ance of  that  science,  as  well  as  the  necessity  it  lay  under  of  such 
a  reformation.     For  to  me  it  seems  evident,  that  the  essence 

I  of  the  mind  being  equally  unknown  to  us  with  that  of  ex- 
ternal bodies,  it  must  be  equally  impossible  to  form  any 
notion  of  its  powers  and  qualities  otherwise  than  from  careful 
and  exact  experiments,  and  the  observation  of  those  particu- 
lar effects,  which  result  from  its  different  circumstances  and 
situations.  And  tho'  we  must  endeavour  to  render  all  our 
principles  as  universal  as  possible,  by  tracing  up  our  experi- 
ments to  the  utmost,  and  explaining  all  effects  from  the 
c        simplest  and  fewest  causes,  'tis  still  certain  we  cannot  go 

I  beyond  experience ;  and  any  hypothesis,  that  pretends  to 
discover  the  ultimate  original  qualities  of  human  nature, 
ought  at  first  to  be  rejected  as  presumptuous  and  chimerical. 
I  do  not  think  a  philosopher,  who  would  apply  himself  so 
earnestly  to  the  explaining  the  ultimate  principles  of  the 
soul,  would  show  himself  a  great  master  in  that  very  science 
of  human  nature,  which  he  pretends  to  explain,  or  very 
knowing  in  what  is  naturally  satisfactory  to  the  mind  of 
man.     For  nothing  is  more  certain,  than  that  despair  has 

1  Mr.  JLocke,  my  Lord    Skqfitbury,  Dr.  AlandeviUe,   Mr.  Sutchinsan^  Dr. 
Sutler,  Ape. 
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almost  the  same  effect  upon  ns  with  enjoyiaent,  and  that  we    intro- 
are  no  sooner  acquainted  with  the  impossibility  of  satisfying  >,    ,  -. 
any  desire,  than  the  desire  itself  vanishes.   When  we  see,  that 
we  have  arrived  at  the  ntmost  extent  of  human  reason,  we  sit 
down  contented,  tho'  we  be  perfectly  satisfied  in  the  main  of 
our  ignorance,  and  perceive  that  we  can  give  no  reason  for 
our  most  general  and  most  refined  principles,  beside  our  A       / 
experience  of  their  reality ;  which  is  the  reason  of  the  mere  I 
vulgar,  and  what  it  required  no  study  at  first  to  have  dis- 1 
covered  for  the  most  particular  and  most  extraordinary  phae- 
nomenon.    And  as  this  impossibility  of  making  any  farther 
progress  is  enough  to  satisfy  the  reader,  so  the  writer  may  de- 
rive a  more  delicate  satisfaction  from  the  free  confession  of  his 
ignorance,  and  from  his  prudence  in  avoiding  that  error,  into 
which  so  many  have  fallen,  of  imposing  their  conjectures  and 
hypotheses  on  the  world  for  the  most  certain  principles. 
When  this  mutual  contentment  and  satisfaction  can  be  ob- 
tained betwixt  the  master  and  scholar,  I  know  not  what 
more  we  can  require  of  our  philosophy. 

But  if  this  impossibility  of  explaining  ultimate  principles 
should  be  esteemed  a  defect  in  the  science  of  man,  I  will 
venture  to  affirm,  that  'tis  a  defect  common  to  it  with  all  the 
sciences,  and  all  the  arts,  in  which  we  can  employ  ourselves, 
whether  they  be  such  as  are  cultivated  in  the  schools  of  the 
philosophers,  or  practised  in  the  shops  of  the  meanest 
artizans.  M^ne  of  them  can  go  beyond,  experience,  or  estab- 
lish any  principles  which  are  not  founded  on  that  authority. 
Moral  philosophy  has,  indeed,  this  peculiar  disadvantage, 
which  is  not  found  in  natural,  that  in  collecting  its  experi- 
ments, it  cannot  make  them  purposely,  with  premeditation, 
and  after  such  a  manner  as  to  satisfy  itself  concerning  every 
particular  difficulty  which  may  arise.  When  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
know  the  effects  of  one  body  upon  another  in  any  situation, 
I  need  only  put  them  in  that  situation,  and  observe  what 
results  from  it.  But  should  I  endeavour  to  clear  up  after 
the  same  manner  any  doubt  in  moral  philosophy,  by  placing 
myself  in  the  same  case  with  that  which  I  consider,  'tis 
evident  this  reflection  and  premeditation  would  so  disturb 
the  operation  of  my  natural  principles,  as  must  render  it 
impossible  to  form  any  just  conclusion  frx>mthe  phenomenon. 
We  must  therefore  glean  up  our  experiments  in  this  science 
from  a  cautious  observation  of  human  life,  and  take  them  as 
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INTRO-  they  appear  in  the  common  conrse  of  the  world,  by  men's 
,  %  behaviour  in  company,  in  affairs,  and  in  their  pleasares. 
Where  experiments  of  this  kind  are  judiciously  collected  and 
compared,  we  may  hope  to  establish  on  them  a  science  which 
will  not  be  inferior  in  certainty,  and  will  be  much  superior 
in  utiUty  to  any  other  of  human  comprehension. 
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OP  THE  UNDERSTANDma. 


PART  I. 


OF  IDEAS,  THEIR  ORIGIN,   COMPOSITION,   CONNEXION, 

ABSTRACTION,   ETC. 

Sect.  I, — Of  the  Origin  of  owr  Ideas. 

r    All  .the  perceptiona  of  the  hnman  mind  resolve  themselves     sect. 
;into  two  distinct  kinds,  which  I  shall  call  Impbession/8  and        ]' 
Ideas.   The  difference  betwixt  these  consists  in  the  degrees  Of  the 


• 


I 

J 


of  force  and  liveliness,  with  which  thej  strike  npon  the  mind,  ^"8in  of 
and  make  their  way  into  onr  thought  or  consciousness, 
Thgse  perceptions,  which  enter  with  most  force  and  violence, 
we  may  name  impressions  ;  and  under  this  name  I  compre- 
I  hend  all  our  sensations,  passions  and  emotions,  as  they  make 
I  their  first  appearance  in  the  souh   By  ideas  I  mean  the  faint 
'  images  of  these  in  thinking  and  reasoning ;  such  as,  for  in- 
:  stance,  are  all  the  perceptions  excited  by  the  present  dis- 
I  course,  excepting  only  those  which  arise  from  the  sight  and 
I  touch,  and  excepting  the  immediate  pleasure  or  uneasiness 
I  it  may  occasion.    I  believe  it  will  not  be  very  necessaiy  to 
employ  many  words  in  explaining  this  distinction.    Every 
one  of  himself  will  readily  perceive  Ihe  difference  betwixt 
feeling  and  thinking.    The  common  degrees  of  these  are 
easily  distinguished ;  tho'  it  is  not  impossible  but  in  par- 
ticular instances  they  may  very  nearly  approach  •to  each 
other.    Thus  in  sleep,  in  a  fever,  in  madness,  or  in  any  very 
violent  emotions  of  soul,  our  ideas  may  approach  to  our 
impressions :  As  on  the  other  hand  it  sometimes  happens, 
that  our  impressions  are  so  faint  and  low^  that  we  cannot  dis- 
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PART     tingaisli  them  from  pnr  ideas.     But  notwithstanding  this 

^'     ^  near  resemblance  in  a  few  instances,  they  are  in  general  so 

Of  ideas      ^^^  different,  that  no-one  can  make  a  scruple  to  rank  them 

their  under  distinct  heads,  and  assign  to  each  a  peculiar  name  to 

^^^i.     maxk  the  difference.* 

tion,  con-  There  is  another  division  of  our  perceptions,  which  it  will 
sto^ton^  be  convenient  to  observe,  and  which  extends  itself  both  to 
.&&  '  f  our  impressions  and  ideas.  This  division  is  into  Simple  and 
Complex.  Simple  perceptions  or  impressions  and  ideas 
are  such  as  admit  of  no  distinction  nor  separation.  The 
complex  are  the  contrary  to  these,  and  may  be  distinguished 
into  parts.  Tho'  a  particular  colour,  taste,  and  smell,  are 
qualities  all  united  together  in  this  apple,  His  easy  to  per- 
ceive they  are  not  the  same,  but  are  at  least  distinguishable 
from  each  other. 

Having  by  these  divisions  given  an  order  and  arrange- 
ment to  our  objects,  we  may  now  apply  ourselves  to  con- 
sider with  the  more  accuracy  their  qualities  and  relations. 
I  The  first  circumstance,  that  strikes  my  eye,  is  the  great 
[  resemblance  betwixt  our  impressions  and  ideas  in  every 
other  particular,  except  their  degree  of  force  and  vivacity. 
The  one  seem  to  be  in  a  manner  the  reflexion  of  the  other ; 
so  that  all  the  perceptions  of  the  mind  are  double,  and  ap- 
pear both  as  impressions  and  ideas.  When  I  shut  my  eyes 
and  think  of  my  chamber,  the  ideas  I  form  are  exact  re- 
presentations of  the  impressions  I  felt ;  nor  is  there  any  cir- 
cumstance of  the  one,  which  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  other. 
In  running  over  my  other  perceptions,  I  find  still  the  same 
resemblance  and  representation.  Ideas  and  impressions  ap- 
pear always  to  correspond  to  each  other.  This  circumstance 
seems  to  me  remarkable,  and  engages  my  attention  for  a 
moment. 

XTpon  a  more  accurate  survey  I  find  I  have  been  carried 
away  too  far  by  the  first  appearance,  and  that  I  must  make 
use  of  the  distinction  of  perceptions  into  simple  cvnd  compleXy 
to  limit  this  general  decision,  that  all  our  ideas  amd  impress 

^  I  here  make  use  of  these  terms,  preeeion  I  would  not  be  understood  to 

impression  and  idta^  in  a  sense  different  express  the  manner,  in  which  our  lively 

from  what  is  usual,  and  I  hope  this  perceptions  are  produced  in  the  soul, 

liberty  will  be  allowed  me.    Perhaps  I  but  merely  the  perceptions  themselves ; 

rather  restore  the  word,  idea,  to  its  ori-  tor  which  there  is  no  particnlar  name 

ginal  sense,  from  which  Mr.  Locke  had  either  in  the  English  or  any  otho?  Iad- 

perverted  it,  in  making  it  stand  for  all  goage,  that  I  know  o( 
our  perceptions.    By  the  term  of  iii|- 
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siona  are  resembling*     I  observe,  that  maoy  of  our  complex      SECT, 
ideas  never  had  impressions,  that  corresponded  to  them,  and        ^     . 
that  many  of  our  complex  impressions  never  are  exactly  ofthe 
copied  in  ideas.     I  can  imagine  to  myself  such  a  city  as  the  o"Si°  ^^ 
Nefio  Jerusalem,  whose  pavement  is  gold  and  walls  are  rubies, 
tho'  I  never  saw  any  such.    I  have  seen  Paris;  but  shall  I 
affirm  I  can  form  such  an  idea  of  that  city,  as  will  perfectly 
represent  aU  its  streets  and  houses  in  their  real  and  just 
proportions  9 

I  perceive,  therefore,  that  tho'  there  is  in  general  a 
great  resemblance  betwixt  pur  complex  impressions  and 
ideas,  yet  the  rule  is  not  universally  true,  that  they  are 
exact  copies  of  each  other.  We  may  next  consider  how 
the  case  stands  with  our  simple  perceptions.  After  the 
most  accurate  exathination,  of  which  I  am  capable,  I 
venture  to  affirm,  that  the  rule  here  holds  without  any 
exception,  and  that  every  simple  idea  has  a  simple  impres- 
sion, which  resembles  it,  and  every  simple  impression  a 
correspondent  idea.  That  idea  of  red,  which  we  form 
in  the  dark,  and  that  impression  which  strikes  our  eyes  in 
sun-shine,  differ  only  in  degree,  not  in  nature.  That  the 
case  is  the  same  with  all  our  simple  impressions  and  ideas, 
'tis  impossible  to  prove  by  a  particular  enumeration  of 
them.  Every  one  may  satisfy  himself  in  this  point  by 
running  over  as  many  as  he  pleases.  But  if  any  one  should 
deny  this  universal  resemblance,  I  know  no  way  of  con- 
vincing him,  but  by  desiring  him  to  shew  a  simple  impres-  ' 
sion,  that  has  not  a  correspondent  idea,  or  a  simple  idea, 
that  has  not  a  correspondent  impression.  If  he  does  not 
answer  this  challenge,  as  'tis  certain  he  cannot,  we  may 
fix>m  his  silence  and  our  own  observation  establish  our 
conclusion. 

Thus  we  find,  that  all  simple  ideas  and  impressions 
resemble  each  other ;  and  as  the  complex  are  formed  from 
them,  we  may  affirm  in  general,  that  these  two  species 
of  perception  are  exactly  correspondent.  Having  discovered 
this  relation,  which  requires  no  farther  examination,  I  am 
curious  to  find  some  other  of  their  qualities.  Let  us 
consider  how  they  stand  with  regard  to  their  existence,  and 
which  of  the  impressions  and  ideas  are  causes,  and  which 
effects. 

The/it{{  examination  of  this  question  is  the  subject  of  the 
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PART     present  treatise ;  and  therefore  we  shall  here  content  oar- 
^'     .  selves  with  establishing  one   general  proposition,  TliaX  all 


Of  ideas,  j  owT  Simple  ideos  in   their  first  appea/rance  are  derived  from 
^     ^^f  ^T        I  simple  impressions,  which  are  correspondent  to  them,  and  which 
composi-  /  they  eoMctly  represents 

tion,  con-  jjj  geekinff  for  phsenomena  to  prove  this  proposition,  I 
Btraction,  find  onlj  thoso  of  two  kinds;  but  in  each  kind  the 
^  phsenomena  are  obvious,  numerous,  and  conclusive.    I  first 

make  myself  certain,  bj  a  new  review,  of  what  I  have 
already  asserted,  that  every  simple  impression  is  attended 
with  a  correBpondent  idea,  and  every  simple  idea  with  a 
correspondent  impression.  From  this  constant  conjunction 
of  resembling  perceptions  I  immediately  conclude,  that 
there  is  a  great  connexion  betwixt  our  correspondent  im- 
pressions and  ideas,  and  that  the  existence  of  the  one  has 
a  considerable  influence  upon  that  of  the  other.  Such  a 
constant  conjunction,  in  such  an  infinite  number  of 
instances,  can  never  arise  firom  chance ;  but  clearly  proves 
a  dependence  of  the  impi*essions  on  the  ideas,  or  of  the 
ideas  on  the  impressions.  That  I  may  know  on  which  side 
this  dependence  lies,  I  consider  the  order  of  their  first 
appearance  ;  and  find  by  constant  experience,  that  the  simple 
impressions  always  take  the  precedence  of  their  correspon- 
dent ideas,  but  never  appear  in  the  contrary  order.  To 
give  a  child  an  idea  of  scarlet  or  orange,  of  sweet  or  bitter, 
I  present  the  objects,  or  in  other  words,  convey  to  him  these 
impressions;  but  proceed  not  so  absurdly,  as  to  endeavour 
to  produce  the  impressions  by  exciting  the  ideas.  Our  ideas 
upon  their  appearance  produce  not  their  correspondent 
impressions,  nor  do  we  perceive  any  colour,  or  feel  any 
sensation  merely  upon  thinking  of  them.  On  the  other 
hand  we  find,  that  any  impression  either  of  the  mind  or 
body  is  constantly  followed  by  an  idea,  which  resembles  it, 
and  is  only  different  in  the  degrees  of  force  and  liveliness. 
The  consta.nt  conjunction  of  our  resembling  perceptions,  is 
a  convincing  proof,  that  the  one  are  the  causes  of  the  other; 
and  this  priority  of  the  impressions  is  an  equal  proof,  that 
our  impressions  are  the  causes  of  our  ideas,  not  our  ideas 
of  our  impressions. 

To  confirm  this  I  consider  another  plain  and  convincing 
phsenomenon ;  which  is,  that  where-ever  by  any  accident  the 

■  Introd. :  paragraphs  195-197. 
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faculties,  which  give  rise  to  any  impressions,  are  obstructed     SECT, 
in  their  operations,  as  when  one  is  born  blind  or  deaf;  not  «_,! — « 
only  the  impressions  are  lost,  but  also  their  correspondent  Of  the 
ideas;   so  that  there  never  appear  in  the  mind  the  least  oitfid^. 
traces  of  either  of  them.     Nor  is  this  only  true,  where  the 
organs  of   sensation  are  entirely   destroyed,  bnt  likewise 
where  they  have  never  been  put  in  action  to  produce  a 
particular  impression.    We  cannot  form  to  ourselves  a  just 
idea  of  the  taste  of  a  pine  apple,  without  having  actually 
tasted  it. 

There  is  however  one  contradictory  phsenomenon,  which 
may  prove,  that  'tis  not  absolutely  impossible  for  ideas  to 
go  before  their  correspondent  impressions.  I  believe  it 
will  readily  be  allow'd  that  the  several  distinct  ideas  of 
colours,  which  enter  by  the  eyes,  or  those  of  sounds,  which 
are  conveyed  by  the  hearing,  are  really  di£Eerent  from  each 
other,  tho'  at  the  same  time  resembling.  Now  if  this 
be  true  of  different  colours,  it  must  be  no  less  so  of  the 
different  shades  of  the  same  colour,  that  each  of  them 
produces  a  distinct  idea,  independent  of  the  rest.  For  if 
this  shou'd  be  deny'd,  'tis  possible,  by  the  continual  grada- 
tion of  shades,  to  run  a  colour  insensibly  into  what  is  most 
remote  from  it ;  and  if  you  will  not  allow  any  of  the  means 
to  be  different,  you  cannot  without  absurdity  deny  the 
extremes  to  be  the  same.  Suppose  therefore  a  person  to 
have  enjoyed  his  sight  for  thirty  years,  and  to  have  become 
perfectly  well  acquainted  vdth  colours  of  all  kinds,  excepting 
one  particular  shade  of  blue,  for  instance,  which  it  never 
lias  been  his  fortune  to  meet  with.  Let  all  the  different 
shades  of  that  colour,  except  that  single  one,  be  plac'd 
before  him,  descending  gradually  from  the  deepest  to  the 
lightest;  'tis  plain,  that  he  vdll  perceive  a  blank,  where  that 
shade  is  wanting,  and  will  be  sensible,  that  there  is  a  greater 
distance  in  that  place  betwixt  the  contiguous  colours,  than 
in  any  other.  Now  I  ask,  whether  'tis  possible  for  him, 
from  his  own  imagination,  to  supply  this  deficielicy,  and 
raise  up  to  himself  the  idea  of  that  particular  shade,  tho' 
it  had  never  been  conveyed  to  him  by  his  senses  P  I  believe 
there  are  few  but  will  be  of  opinion  that  he  can ;  and  this 
may  serve  as  a  proof,  that  the  simple  ideas  are  not  always 
derived  from  the  correspondent  impressions;  tho'  the 
instance  is  so  particular  and  singular,  that  'tis  scarce  worth 
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PABT     our  observing,  and  does  not  merit  that  for  it  alone  we  should 
.-I     .  alter  onr  general  maxim. 

Of  ideas,  ^^^9  besides  this  exception,  it  may  not  be  amiss  to  remark 
their  on  this  head,  that  the  principle  of  the  priority  of  impres- 

^^1^^.  sions  to  ideas  must  be  understood  with  another  limitation, 
tion,  con-  viz.  that  as  our  ideas  are  images  of  our  impressions,  so  we 
J^^Jj*  can  form  secondary  ideas,  which  are  images  of  the  primary ; 
&;c  as  appears  from  this  very  reasoning  concerning  them.    This 

is  not,  properly  speaking,  an  exception  to  the  rule  so  much 
as  an  explanation  of  it.  Ideas  produce  the  images  of  them- 
selves in  new  ideas ;  but  as  the  first  ideas  are  supposed  to 
be  derived  from  impressions,  it  still  remains  true,  that  all 
our  simple  ideas  proceed  eiiJier  mediately  or  immediately, 
from  their  correspondent  impressions. 

This  then  is  the  first  principle  I  establish  in  the  science 
of  human  nature ;  nor  ought  we  to  despise  it  because  of  the 
simplicity  of  its  appearance.  For  'tis  remarkable,  that  the 
present  question  concerning  the  precedency  of  our  impres- 
sions or  ideas,  is  the  same  with  what  has  made  so 
much  noise  in  other  terms,  when  it  has  been  disputed 
whether  there  be  any  innate  ideaSf  or  whether  all  ideas  be 
derived  from  sensation  and  reflexion.  We  may  observe,  that 
in  order  to  prove  the  ideas  of  extension  and  colour  not  to  be 
innate,  philosophers  do  nothing  but  shew  that  they  are 
conveyed  by  our  senses.  To  prove  the  ideas  of  passion  and 
desire  not  to  be  innate,  they  observe  that  we  have  a  pre- 
ceding experience  of  these  emotions  in  ourselves.  Now  if 
we  carefully  examine  these  arguments,  we  shall  find  that 
they  prove  nothing  but  that  ideas  are  preceded  by  other 
more  lively  perceptions,  from  which  they  are  derived,  and 
which  they  represent.  I  hope  this  clear  stating  of  the 
question  will  remove  all  disputes  concerning  it,  and  will 
render  this  principle  of  more  use  in  our  reasonings,  than  it 
seems  hitherto  to  have  been. 

Sect.  II. — Division  of  the  Svhject. 

Since  it  appears,  that  our  simple  impressions  are  prior  to 
their  correspondent  ideas,  and  that  the  exceptions  are  very 
rare,  method  seems  to  require  we  should  examine  our  im- 
pressions, before  we  consider  our  ideas.  Impressions  may  be 
divided  into  two  kinds,  those  of  Sensation  and  those  of 
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Bkflexiok.    The  first  kind  arises  in  the  soul  originally,  from     SECT. 
unknown  causes.     The  second  is  derived  in  a  great  measure  ^  ^-     , 
from  our  ideas,  and  that  in  the  following  order.    An  im^jDiyig^onof 
pression  first  strikes  upon  the  senses,  and  makes  us  perceive  I  ^^  b^^ 
heat  or  cold,  thirst  or  hunger,  pleasure  or  pain  of  some  kindr^ 
or  other.    Of  this  impression  there  is  a  copy  taken  by  the  1 
mind,  which  remains  after  the  impression  ceases ;  and  this  I 
we  call  an  idea.    This  idea  of  pleasure  or  pain,  when  it 
returns  upon  the  soul,  produces  the  new  impressions  of 
desire  and  aversion,  hope  and  fear,  which  may  properly  be 
called  impressions  of  reflexion,  because  derived  from  it. 
These  again  are  copied  by  the  memory  and  imagination, 
and  become  ideas  ;  which  perhaps  in  their  turn  give  rise  to 
other  impressions  and  ideas.    So  that  the  impressions  of  | 
reflexion  are  only  antecedent  to  their  correspondent  ideas  r 
but  posterior  to  those  of  sensation,  and  deriv'd  from  them. 
The    examination    of    our    sensations    belongs    more    to^ 
anatomists  and  natural  philosophers  than  to  moral;  and 
therefore  shall  not  at  present  be  enter'd  upon.    And  as  the 
impressions   of  reflexion,  viz.  passions,  desires,  and    emo^ 
tions,  which  principally  deserve  our  attention,  arise  mostly 
from  ideas,  'twill  be  necessary  to  reverse  that   method, 
which  at  first  sight  seems  most  natural ;  and  in  order  to 
explain  the  nature  and  principles  of  the  human  mind,  give 
a  particular  account  of  ideas,  before  we  proceed  to  impres- 
sions.    For  this  reason  I  have  here  chosen  to  begin  with 
ideas.^ 

Sect.  m. — Of  the  Ideas  of  the  Memory  and  Imagination. 

We  find  by  experience,  that  when  any  impression  has  been 
present  with  the  mind,  it  again  makes  its  appearance  there 
as  an  idea ;  and  this  it  may  do  after  two  Afferent  ways : 
either  when  in  its  new  appearance  it  retains  a  considerable 
degree  of  its  first  vivacity,  and  is  somewhat  intermediate 
betwixt  an  impression  and  an  idea ;  or  when  it  entirely  loses 
that  vivacity,  and  is  a  perfect  idea.  The  fiiculty,  by  which 
we  repeat  our  impressions  in  the  first  manner,  is  called  the 
Mehobt,  and  the  other  the  Imagination.  'Tis  evident 
at  first  sight,  that  the  ideas  of  the  memory  are  much  more 
lively  and  strong  than  those  of  the  imagination,  and  that 

>  Introd. :  pangraph  201. 
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the  former  faculty  paints  its  objects  in  more  distinct  colours, 
than  any  which  are  employed  by  the  latter.  When  we  re- 
Of  ideas,  member  any  past  event,  the  idea  of  it  flows  in  npon  the  mind 
^^^  in  a  forcible  manner ;  whereas  in  the  imagination  the  per- 
compoBi-  ception  is  fiaint  and  languid,  and  cannot  without  difficulty 
nexion' ab-  ^  preserved  by  the  mind  steddy  and  uniform  for  any  con- 
Btraction,  siderable  time*  Here  then  is  a  sensible  difiPerence  betwixt 
^*  one  species  of  ideas  and  another.     But  of  this  more  fully 

hereafter.' 

There  is  another  difference  betwixt  these  two  kinds  of 
ideas,  which  is  no  less  evident,  namely  that  tho'  neither  the 
ideas,  of  the  memory  nor  imagination,  neither  the  Uvely  nor 
faint  ideas  can  make  their  appearance  in  the  mind,  unless 
their  correspondent  impressions  have  gone  before  to  prepare 
the  way  for  them,  yet  the  imagination  is  not  restrained  to 
.  the  same  order  and  form  with  the  original  impressions ; 
while  the  memory  is  in  a  manner  ty'd  down  in  that  respect, 
'  without  any  power  of  variation.* 

'Tis  evident,  that  the  memory  preserves  the  original  form, 
in  which  its  objects  were  presented,  and  that  where-ever  we 
depart  from  it  in  recollecting  any  thing,  it  proceeds  from 
some  defect  or  imperfection  in  that  faculty.  An  historian 
may,  perhaps,  for  the  more  convenient  carrying  on  of  his 
narration,  relate  an  event  before  another,  to  which  it  was  in 
fact  posterior ;  but  then  he  takes  notice  of  this  disorder,  if 
he  be  exact ;  and  by  that  means  replaces  the  idea  in  its  due 
position.  'Tis  the  same  case  in  our  recollection  of  those 
places  and  persons,  with  which  we  were  formerly  acquainted. 
The  chief  exercise  of  the  memory  is  not  to  preserve  the 
simple  ideas,  but  their  order  and  position.  In  short,  this 
principle  is  supported  by  such  a  number  of  common  and 
vulgar  phcenomena,  that  we  may  spare  ourselves  the  trouble 
of  insisting  on  it  any  farther. 

The  same  evidence  follows  us  in  our  second  principle,  of 
the  liberty  of  the  imagination  to  transpose  and  change  its  ideas. 
The  £a.bles  we  meet  with  in  poems  and  romances  put  this 
entirely  out  of  the  question.  Nature  there  is  totally  con- 
founded, and  nothing  mentioned  but  winged  horses,  fiery 
dragons,  and  monstrous  giants.  Nor  will  this  liberty  of  the 
fancy  appear  strange,  when  we  consider,  that  all  our  ideas  are 

>  Part  in.,  Soct.  6,  •  Introd.:  paragraph  195. 
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copy'd  from  our  impressions,*  and  that  there  are  not  any  two      SECT, 
impressions  which  are  perfectly  inseparable.    Not  to  mention, 


that  this  is  an  evident  consequence  of  the  division  of  ideas  of  the 
into  simple  and  complex:.    Where-ever  the  imagination  per-  ideaso^th® 
ceives  a  difference  among  ideas,  it  can  easily  produce  a  and  imagi- 
separation.  ^»*^^<>^- . 

Sect.  IV. — Of  the  Connexion  or  Association  of  Ideas. 

As  all  simple  ideas  may  be  separated  by  the  imagination, 
and  may  be  united  again  in  what  form  it  pleases,  nothing 
wou'd  be  moi*e  unaccountable  than  the  operations  of  that 
faculty,  were  it  not  guided  by  some  universal  principles, 
which  render  it,  in  some  measure,  uniform  with  itself  in  all 
times  and  places.  Were  ideas  entirely  loose  and  unconnected, 
chance  alone  wou'd  join  them ;  and  'tis  impossible  the  same 
simple  ideas  should  &J1  regularly  into  complex  ones  (as  they 
commonly  do)  without  some  bond  of  union  among  them, 
some  associating  quality,  by  which  one  idea  naturally  in- 
troduces another.    This  uniting  principle  among  ideas  is 
not  to  be  consider'd  as  an  inseparable  connexion;  for  that 
has  been  already  excluded  from  the  imagination :  Nor  yet 
are  we  to  conclude,  that  without  it  the  mind  cannot  join  two 
ideas ;  for  nothing  is  more  free  than  that  faculty :  but  we      , 
are  only  to  regard  it  as  a  geijJtl^^fQifie,  which  commonly    z^"-  '-^ 
prevails,  and  is  the  cause  why,  among  other  things,  Ian-  ^  l^u*  , 
guages  so  nearly  correspond  to  each  other;  nature  in  a*'-**     ^*^' 
manner  pointing  out  to  every  one  those  simple  ideas,  which 
are  most  proper  to  be  united  in  a  complex  one.  The  qualities, 
from  which  this  association  arises,  and  by  which  the  mind  is 
afber  this  manner  convey 'd  from  one  idea  to  another,  are     i 
three,  viz.  Besbmblanoe,    CoNTiaxriTY  in   time   or  place,     ' 
and  Cause  and  Effect. 

I  believe  it  will  not  be  very  necessary  to  prove,  that  these 
qualities  produce  an  association  among  ideas,  and  upon  the 
appearance  of  one  idea  naturally  introduce  another.  'Tis 
plain,  that  in  the  course  of  our  thinking,  and  in  the  constant 
revolution  of  our  ideas,  our  imagination  runs  easily  from  one 
idea  to  any  other  that  resembles  it,  and  that  this  quality  alone 
is  to  the  fancy  a  sufficient  bond  and  association.  'Tis  like- 
wise evident,  that  as  the  senses,  in  changing  their  objects, 

*  Introd. :  paragraph  251,  with  the  passages  there  referred  to. 
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FART     axe  necessitated  to  change  them  regularly,  and  take  them  as 
^'        thej  lie  contiguous  to  each  other,  the  imagination  must  bj 


Of  ideas,     long  custom  acquire  the  same  method  of  thinking,  and  run 

^f  ^!  along  the  parts  of  space  and  time  in  conceiving  its  objects. 

eomiwei-     -^  ^  ^^  Connexion,  that  is  made  by  the  relation  of  cause 

tion,  con-    and  effect^  we  shall  have  occasion  afterwards  to  examine  it  to 

BtaSrtion^^^  bottom,  and  therefore  shall  not  at  present  insist  upon 

&c  it.   'Tis  sufficient  to  observe,  that  there  is  no  relation,  which 

produces  a  stronger  connexion  in  the  fancy,  and  makes  one 

idea  more  readily  recall  another,  than  the  relation  of  cause 

and  effect  betwixt  their  objects. 

That  we  may  understand  the  full  extent  of  these  relations, 
we  must  consider,  that  two  objects  are  connected  together 
in  the  imagination,  not  only  when  the  one  is  immediately 
resembling,  contiguous  to,  or  the  cause  of  the  other,  but 
also  when  there  is  interposed  betwixt  them  a  third  object, 
which  bears  to  both  of  them  any  of  these  relations.  This 
may  be  carried  on  to  a  great  length;  tho'  at  the  same  time 
we  may  observe,  that  each  remove  considerably  weakens  the 
*  relation.  Cousins  in  the  fourth  degree  are  connected  by 
cauBotiony  if  I  may  be  allowed  to  use  that  term ;  but  not  so 
closely  as  brothers,  much  less  as  child  and  parent.  In 
general  we  may  observe,  that  all  the  relations  of  blood 
depend  upon  cause  and  effect,  and  are  esteemed  near  or 
remote,  according  to  the  number  of  connecting  causes  in- 
jberpos'd  betwixt  the  persons. 

* '  Of  the  three  relations  above-mention'd  this  of  causation  is 
the  most  extensive.  Two  objects  may  be  considered  as  plac'd 
in  this  relation,  as  well  when  one  is  the  cause  of  any  of  the 
actions  or  motions  of  the  other,  as  when  the  former  is  the 
cause  of  the  existence  of  the  latter.  For  as  that  action  or 
motion  is  nothing  but  the  object  itself,  considered  in  a  certain 
light,  and  as  the  object  continues  the  same  in  all  its  different 
situations,  'tis  ea^iy  to  imagine  how  such  an  influence  of 
objects  upon  one  another  may  connect  them  in  the  ima- 
gination. 

We  may  carry  this  farther,  and  remark,  not  only  that  two 
objects  are  connected  by  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect, 
when  the  one  produces  a  motion  or  any  action  in  the  other, 
but  also  when  it  has  a  power  of  producing  it.  And  this  we 
may  observe  to  be  the  source  of  all  the  relations  of  interest 
and  duty,  by  which  men  influence  each  other  in  society,  and 
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are  plac'd  in  the  ties  of  govenmieiit  and  subordination.    A     sect. 
master  is  such-a-one  as  by  bis  situation,  arising  either  from        ^' 


force  or  agreement,  has  a  power  of  directing  in  certain  par-  of  thecon- 
ticulars  the  actions  of  another,  whom  we  call  servant.     A  n«ionor 

RflSOCI&tilOIl 

judge  is  one,  who  in  all  disputed  cases  can  fix  by  his  opinion  of  ideas 
the  possession  or  property  of  any  thing  betwixt  any  members 
of  the  society.  When  a  person  is  possess'd  of  any  power, 
there  is  no  more  required  to  convert  it  into  action,  but  the 
exertion  of  the  wiU ;  and  that  in  every  case  is  consider'd  as 
possible,  and  in  many  as  probable ;  especially  in  the  case  of 
authority,  where  the  obedience  of  the  subject  is  a  pleasure 
and  advantage  to  the  superior. 

These  are  therefore  the  principles  of  union  or  cohesion 
among  our  simple  ideas,  and  in  the  imagination  supply  the 
place  of  that  inseparable  connexion,  by  which  they  are  united 
in  our  memory.    Here   is   a  kind   of  Atjcbaotion,  which 
in  the  mental  world  will  be  found  to  have  as  extraordinary    ^ 
e£Eects  as  in  the  natural,  and  to  shew  itself  in  as  many  and  as    ) 
various  forms.    Its  effects  are  every  where  conspicuous ;  but 
as  to  its  causes,  they  are  mostly  unknown,  and  must  be 
resolv'd  into  original  qualities  of  human  nature,  which  I 
pretend  not  to  explain.    Nothing  is  more  requisite  for  a  /• 
true  philosopher^^  than  to  restrain  the  intemperate  desire  of  I 
searcUng.into  causes,  and  having  establish'd  any  doctrine  ' 
upon  a  sufficient  number  of  experiments,  rest  contented  with 
that,  when  he  sees  a  farther  examination  would  lead  him 
into  obscure  and  uncertain  speculations.    In  that  case  his 
enquiry  wou'd  be  much  better  employed  in  examining  the 
effects  than  the  causes  of  his  principle.    / 

Amongst  the  effects  of  this  union  or  association  of  ideas, 
there  are  none  more  remarkable,  than  those  complex  ideas, 
which  are  the  common  subjects  of  our  thoughts  and  reason- 
ing, and  generally  arise  from  some  principle  of  union  among 
our  simple  ideas.  These  complex  ideas  may  be  divided  into 
BelaMonSy  Modes,  and  Substances.  We  shall  briefly  examine 
each  of  these  in  order,  and  shall  subjoin  some  considerations 
concerning  our  general  and  particular  ideas,  before  we  leave 
the  present  subject,  which  may  be  consider'd  as  the  elements 
of  this  philosophy. 
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L  Sect.  ¥• — Of  Relations. 


Of  ideas,  The  word  RELATION  is  commonlj  used  in  two  senseB  con- 
^?^^  siderably  difiFerent  from  eacli  other.  Either  for  that  quality, 
compoifii-  by  which  two  ideas  are  connected  together  in  the  imagina- 
tion, con-  ^Qjj  g^jj^  j.-j^Q  ^jjg  naturally  introduces  the  other,  after  the 

nexion,  ab-  ,  •'  ,  , 

Btraction,  manner  above-esplaiued ;  or  for  that'particular  circumstance, 
*^  in  which,  even  upon  the  arbitrary  union  of  two  ideas  in  the 

fency,  we  may  think  proper  to  compare  them.  In  common 
language  the  former  is  always  the  sense,  in  which  we  use 
the  woid,  relation ;  and  'tis  only  in  philosophy,  that  we  ex- 
tend it  to  mean  any  particular  subject  of  comparison,  without 
a  connecting  principle.  Thus  distance  will'  be  allowed  by 
philosophers  to  be  a  true  relation,  because  we  acquire  ah  idea 
of  it  by  the  comparing  of  objects :  But  in  a  common  way  we 
isay,  fhcU  nothing  can  he  more  distant  than  such  or  mch  things 
from  each  other y  nothing  can' have  less  relation  ;  as  if  distance 

and  relation  were  incompatible;* 

'  It  may  perhaps  be  esteemed  an  endless  task  to  enumerate 
dill  those  qualities,  which  make  objects  admit  of  comipaHson, 
and  by  which  the  ideas  ot  philosophdcal  relation  are  produced! 
But  if  we  diligently  consider  them,  we  shall  "find  that  Without 
diflSculty  they  may  be  compriz'd  under  seven  general  heads, 
which  may  be  considered  as  the  sources  of  all  philosophical 
relation. 

'•  1.  The  first  is  resemblance :  And  this  i&  a  relation,  without 
which  no  philosophical  relation- can  exist;  since  no  objects 
will  admit  of  comparison,  but  what  have  some  degree  of 
resemblance.*  But  tho^  resemblance  be  necessary  to  all 
philosophical  relation,  it  does  not  follow,  that  it  always  pro- 
duces a  connexion  or  association  of  ideas.  •  Whefn  a  quality 
becomes  very  general,  and  is  commoti  to  a  great  many  in- 
dividuals, it  leads  not  the  mind  directly  to  any  one  of 
them ;  but  by  presenting  at  once  too  great  a  choice,  does 
thereby  prevent  the  imagination  from  fixing  on  any  single 
object. 

2.  Identity  may  be  esteem'd  a  second  species  of  relation. 
This  relation  I  here  consider  as  apply'd  in  its  Strictest  sense 
to  constant  and  unchangeable  objects ;  without  examining  the 
nature  and  foundation  of  personal  identity,  which  shall  find 

*  Ses  below,  Part  m.  Bee.  1.  sub  init. :  and  sec.  6,  snbfin. :   and  Introd.: 
paragraphs  206.210,  and  298.  *  See  Introd. :  paragraph  283. 
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its  place  afterwards.     Of  all  relations  the  most  uniyersal     SECT 

is  that  of  identity,  being  common  to  every  being  whose  .     ^' 

existence  has  any  duration.  Of  rela- 

3.  After  identity  the  most  universal  and  comprehensive  ^^^^ 
relations  are  those  of  Space  and  Time^  which  are  the  sources 

of  ap  infinite  number  of  comparisons,  such  as  distant^  eou' 
tigtwus,  ahov^y  heloWf  before,  after,  &c< 

4.  All  those  objects,  which  admit  of  quantity,  or  rmmber, 
may  be  compared  in  that  particular ;  which  is  another  very 
fertile  source  of  relation* 

5.  When  any  two  objects  possess  the  same  quality  in 
common,  the  degrees,  in  which  they  possess  it,  form  a  fifth 
species  of  relation.  Thus  of  two  objects,  which  are  both 
heavy,  the  one  may  be  either  of  greater,  or  less  weight  than 
the  other.  Two  colours,-  that  are  of  the  same  kind,  may 
yet  be  of  dififerent  shades,  and  in  that  respect  admit  of 
comparison. 

6.  The  relation  of  contrariety  may  at  first  sight  be  regarded 
as  an  exception  to  the  rule,  ihat  no  relation  of  any  hind  can 
subsist  without  some  degree  of  resembla/nce.  But  let  us  con- 
sider, that  no  two  ideas  are  in  themselves  contrary,  except 
those  of  existence  and  non-existence,  which  are  plainly 
resembling,  as  implying  both  of  them  an  idea  of  the  object ; 
tho'  the  latter  excludes  the  object  from  all  times  and  places, 
in  wliich  it  is  supposed  not  to  exist.  ^ 

7.  All  other .  objects,  such  as  fire  and  water,  heat  and 
cold,  are  only  found  to  be  contrary  from  experience,  and 
from  the  contrariety  of  their  causes  or  effects;  which  relation 
of  cause  and  effect  is  a  seventh  philosophical  relation,  as 
well  as  a  natural  one*  The  resemblance  implied  in  this 
relation,  shall  be  explain'd  afterwards.' 

It  might  naturally  be  expected,  that  I  should  join  dAffeT^ 
ence  to  the  other  relations.  But  that  I  consider  rather  as  a 
negation  of  relation,  than  as  anything  real  or  positive. 
Difference  is  of  two  kinds  as  oppos'd  either  to  identity  or 
resemblance.  The  first  is  caU'd  a  difference  of  nun^er; 
the  other  of  kind. 

*  Of.   below,  Part  iii.  sec.  16.  sub  '  iS^d  below,  Part  m.pagea  891,  410, 

init.,  and  Introd.:  sec.  341,  note,  400,  and  439. 
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Sect.  VI. — Of  Modes  and  Substances. 

I  wou'd  fain  ask  those  philosophers,  who  found  so  much 
of  their  reasonings  on  the  distinction  of  substance  and 
accident,  and  imagine  we  have  clear  ideas  of  each,  whether 
the  idea  of  substaneehe  derived  fix)m  the  impressions  of  sen- 
sation or  of  reflection?  If  it  be  conveyed  to  us  by  our 
senses,  I  ask,  which  of  them ;  and  after  what  manner  9  If 
it  be  perceived  by  the  eyes,  it  must  be  a  colour ;  if  by  the 
ears,  a  sound ;  if  by  the  palate,  a  taste ;  and  so  of  the  other 
senses.  But  I  beUeve  none  will  assert,  that  substance  is 
either  a  colour,  or  sound,  or  a  taste.  The  idea  of  substance 
must  therefore  be  deriy'd  from  an  impression  of  reflection, 
if  it  really  exist.  But  the  impressions  of  reflection  resolve 
themselves  into  oup  passions  and  emotions ;  none  of  which 
can  possibly. represent  a  substance.  We  have  therefore  no 
idea  of  substance,  distinct  from  that  of  a  collection  of  par- 
ticular qualities,  nor  have  we  any  other  meaning  when  we 
either  talk  or  reason  concerning  it.* 

The  idea  of  a  substance  as  well  as  that  of  a  mode,  is  nothing 
but  a  collection  of  simple  ideas,  that  are  united  by  the 
imagination,  and  have  a  particular  name  assigned  them,  by 
which  we  are  able  to  recal,  either  to  ourselves  or  others, 
that  collection.  But  the  difference  betwixt  these  ideas  con- 
sists in  this,  that  the  particular  qualities,  which  form  a 
substance,  are  commonly  refer'd  to  an  unknown  something, 
in  which  they  are  supposed  to  inhere;  or  granting  this 
fiction  should  not  take  place,  are  at  least  supposed  to  be 
closely  and  inseparably  connected  by  the  relations  of  con- 
tiguity and  causation.  The  effect  of  this  is,  that  whatever 
new  simple  quality  we  discover  to  have  the  same  connexion 
with  the  rest,  we  immediately  comprehend  it  among  them, 
even  tho'  it  did  not  enter  into  the  first  conception  of  the 
substance.  Thus  our  idea  of  gold  may  at  first  be  a  yellow 
colour,  weight,  malleableness,  fusibility;  but  upon  the  dis- 
covery of  its  dissolubility  in  aqim  regia,  we  join  that  to  the 
other  qualities,  and  suppose  it  to  belong  to  the  substance  as 
much  as  if  its  idea  had  from  the  beginning  made  a  part  of 
the  compound  one.  The  principal  of  union  being  regarded 
as  the  chief  part  of  the  complex  idea,  gives  entrance  to 


*  Jntrod. :  paragraph  208. 
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whatever  quality  afterwards  occurs,  and  is  equally  com-     SECT, 
preheiided  by  it,  as  ai-e  the  others,  which  first  presented  ^    ^^ 
themselves.^  Of  modes 

That  this  cannot  take  place  in  modes,  is  evident  from  andsub- 
considering  their  nature.  The  simple  ideas  of  which  modes 
are  formed,  either  represent  qualities,  which  are  not  united 
by  contiguity  and  causation,  but  are  dispersed  in  different 
subjects;  or  if  they  be  all  united  together,  the  uniting 
principle  is  not  regarded  as  the  foundation  of  the  complex 
idea.  The  idea  of  a  dance  is  an  instance  of  the  first  kind 
of  modes;  tiiat  of  beauty  of  the  second.  The  reason  is 
obvious,  why  such  complex  ideas  cannot  receive  any  new 
idea,  without  changing  the  name,  which  distinguishes  the 
mode. 

Sect.  Vll. — Of  Abstract  Ideas* 

A  very  material  question  has  been  started  concerning 
abstract  or  general  ideas,  whether  they  be  general  or  particular 
in  the  mind^s  conception  of  them*  A  great  philosopher '  has 
disputed  the  receiv'd  opinion  in  this  particular,  and  has 
asserted,  that  all  general  ideas  are  nothing  but  particular 
ones,  annexed  to  a  certain  term,  which  gives  them  a  more 
extensive  signification,  and  makes  them  recal  upon  occasion 
other  individuals,  which  are  similar  to  them.  AlS  I  look  upon 
this  to  be  one  of  the  greatest  and  most  valuable  discoveries  " 
that  has  been  made  of  late  years  in  the  republic  of  letters, 
I  shall  here  endeavour  to  confirm  it  by  some  arguments, 
which  I  hope  will  put  it  beyond  all  doubt  and  controversy. 

*Tis  evident,  that  in  forming  most  of  our  general  ideas,  if 
not  all  of  them,  we  abstract  from  every  particular  degree  of 
quantity  and  quality,  and  that  an  object  ceases  not  to  be  of  any 
particular  species  on  account  of  every  small  alteration  in  its 
extension,  duration  and  other  properties.  It  may  therefore 
be  thought,  that  here  is  a  plain  dilemma,  that  decides  con- 
cerning the  nature  of  those  abstract  ideas,  which  have 
afforded  so  much  speculation  to  philosophers.  The  abstract 
idea  of  a  man  represents  men  of  all  sizes  and  all  qualities ; 
which  'tis  concluded  it  cannot  do,  but  either  by  representing 

1  Introd. :  paragraph  214.  Cf.  also  Introd.  to  this  voltiinei  para- 

*  Dr.  Berkeley.  [Introd.:  to  *  Frinci-      graphs  183  and  ff.— £d.] 
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FART     at  once  all  possible  sizes  and  all  possible  qualities^  or  by 
^        representing  no  particular  one  at  all.    Now  it  having  been 


Of  ideas,  esteemed  absurd  to  defend  the  former  proposition^  as  implying 
^^  an  infinite  capacity  in  the  mind,  it  has  been  commonly  in- 

^^>si.  (Qi^d  in  favour  of  the  latter ;  and  our  abstract  ideas  have 
tion,  con-  been  supposed  to  represent  no  particular  degree  either  of 
Btmction  *  q^aiitity  or  quality.  But  that  this  inference  is  erroneous, 
&€•  I  shall  endeavour  to  make  appear,  first,  by  proving,  that  'tis 

utterly  impossible  to  conceive  any  quantity  or  quality,  with- 
out forming  a  precise  notion  of  its  degrees :  And  secondly 
by  showing,  that  tho'  the  capacity  of  the  mind  be  not  infinite, 
yet  we  can  at  once  form  a  notion  of  all  possible  degrees  of 
quantity  and  quality,  in  such  a  manner  at  least,  as,  however 
imperfect,  may  serve  all  the  purposes  of  reflection  and  con- 
versation. 

To  begin  with  the  first  proposition,  that  the  mind  cannot 
form  any  notion  of  quantity  or  qiiality.  without  forming  a 
precise  notion  of  degrees  of  each;  we  may  prove  this  by  the  three 
following  arguments.  First,  We  have  observed,  that  whatever 
objects  are  different  are  distinguishable,  and  that  whatever 
objects  are  distinguishable  are  separable  by  the  thought 
and  imagination.^  And  we  may  here  add,  that  these  propo- 
sitions are  equally  true  in  the  inverscy  and  that  whatever  ob- 
jects are  separable  are  also  distinguishable,  and  that  whatever 
objects  are  distinguishable  are  also  different.  For  how  is  it 
possible  we  can  separate  what  is  not  distinguishable,  or  dis- 
tinguish what  is  not  different  ?  In  order  therefore  to  know, 
whether  abstraction  implies  a  separation,  we  need  only  con- 
sider it  in  this  view,  and  examine,  whether  all  the  circum- 
stances, which  we  abstract  from  in  our  general  ideas,  be  such 
as  are  distinguishable  and  different  from  those,  which  we 
retain  as  essential  parts  of  them.  But  'tis  evident  at  first 
sight,  that  the  precise  length  of  a  line  is  not  different  nor 
distinguishable  from  the  line  itself;  nor  the  precise  degree 
of  any  quality  from  the  quality.  These  ideas,  therefore, 
admit  no  more  of  separation  than  they  do  of  distinction  and  . 
difference.  They  are  consequently  conjoined  with  each  other 
in  the  conception ;  and  the  general  idea  of  a  line,  notwith- 
standing all  our  abstractions  and  refinements,  has  in  its 
appearance  in  the  mind  a  precise  degree  of  quantity  and 

*  Introd. :  paragraph  251. 
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quality  5  however  it  may  be  made  to  represent  others,  which     SECT, 
have  different  degrees  of  both.  .   ^^'  .- 

Secondly,  'tis  confest,  that  no  object  can  appear  to  the  ofabBtract 
senses ;  or  in  other  words,  that  no  impression  can  become  ^^^^• 
present  to  the  mind,  without  being  determin'd  in  its  degrees 
both  of  quantity^  and  quality*  The  confusion,,  in  which 
impressions  are  sometimes  involved,  proceeds  only  from  their 
faintness  and  unsteadiness,  not  from  any  capacity  .in  the 
mind  to  receive  any  impression,  which  in  its  real  existence 
has  no  particular  degree  nor  proportion.  That  is  a  contra* 
diction  in  terms ;  and  even  implies  the  flattest  of  all  contra- 
dictions, viz.  that  'tis  possible  for  the  same  thing  both  to  be 
and  not  to  be.         . 

«      • 

Now  since  all  ideas  are  derived  from  impressions,  and  are 
nothing  but  copies  ajid,  representations  of  them,  whatever  is 
true  of  the  one  must  be  acknowledg'd  concerning  the  other. 
Impressions  and  ideas  differ  only  in  their  strength  and 
vivacity.  The  foregoing  conclusion  is  not  founded  on  any 
particular  degree,  of  vivacity.  It  cannot  therefore  be 
affected  by  any  variation  in  that  particular.  An  idea  is  a 
weaker  impression  ;^  and  as  a  strong  impression  must  necee* 
sarily  have  a  determinate  quantity  and  quality,  the  cas^ 
must  be  Ihe  same  with  its  Qopy  or  representative. 

Thirdly,  'tis  a  prineiple  generally  received  in  philosophy^ 
that  eveiythin^in  nature  is  individual,  and  that  'tis  utterly     ^ »  /■' 
absurd  to  suppose**^a  triangle  really  existent,  which  has-np  ^.,-i^r-^^ 
precise  proportion  of  sides  and  angles.    If  this  therefore  be   v**  -  -r-^ 
absurd  in  fact  aiid  reality^  it  must  also  be  absurd  in  idea;  since 
nothing  of  which  we  can  form  a  clear  and  distinct  idea  i^ 
absurd  and  impossible.    3ut  to  form  the  idea  of  an  objecl^ 
and  to  form  an  idea  simply,  is  the  same  thing ;'  the  reference 
of  the  idea  to  an  object  being  an  extraneous  denomination, 
of  which  in  itself  it  bears  no  mark  or    character.      Now 
as  'tis  impossible  to  form  an  idea  of  an  object,  that  is  possest 
of  quantity  and  quality,  and  yet  is- possest  of  no  precise 
degree  of  either ;  it  follows  that  there  is  an  equal  impossi- 
bility of  forming  an  idea,  that  is  not  limited  and  confln'd  in 
both  these  particulars.     Abstract  ideas   are  therefore   in 

1  Bat  aee  bolow,    pngo    520»    *A&  *  Cf.  page  875,  and  Introd. :  pan^- 

objoct  may  be  said  to  be  nowhere  when  graph  195. 

its  parts  are  not  SCSI tnatcd  with  respect  '  Cf.  below,  page  479, '  Our  senses 

to  each  other  as  to  form  any  figure  or  offer  not  their  impression  as  the  images 

quantity!  of  something  distinct/  &e.,  &c. 
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themselyes  individual,  bowever  thej  may  become  general  in 
their  r^resentation.  The  image-in  the  Tnini|Jfi_nn1j  that  a£ 
a  particulaj:  obiect,  tho'  the  a^^gaiitf^of  it  in  our  reasoning 
be  the  same,  as  if  it  were  universal. 

This  application  of  ideas  beyond  their  nature  proceeds 
from  our  collecting  all  their  possible  degrees  of  quantity  and 
quality  in  such  an  imperfect  manner  as  may  serve  the  pur- 
poses of  life,  which  is  the  second  proposition  I  proposed  to 
explain.  When  we  have  found  a  resemblance^  among 
several  objects,^  that  often  occur  to  us,  we  apply  the  same 
name  to  all  of  them,  whatever  differences  we  may  observe 
in  the  degrees  of  their  quantity  and  quality,  and  whatever 
other  differences  may  appear  among  them.  After  we  have 
acquired  a  custom  of  this  kind,  the  hearing  of  that  name 
revives  the  idea  of  one  of  these  objects,  and  makes  the 
imagination  conceive  it  with  all  its  particular  circumstances 
and  proportions.  But  as  the  same  word  is  supposed  to  have 
heen  frequently  applied  to  other  individuals,  that  are  different 
in  many  respects  from  that  idea,  which  is  immediately  pre- 
sent to  the  mind ;  the  word  not  being  able  to  revive  the  idea 
of  all  these  individuals,  but  only  touches  the  soul,  if  I  may 
be  allowed  so  to  speak,  and  revives  that  custom,  which  we 
have  acquir'd  by  surveying  them-.  They  are  not  really  and 
in  fact  present  to  the  mind,  but  only  in  power;  nor  do  we 
draw  them  all  out  distinctly  in  the  imagination,  but  keep 
ourselves  in  a  readiness  to  survey  any  of  them,  as  we  may  be 
prompted  by  a  present  design  or  necessity.  The  word  raises 
up  an  individual  idea,  along  with  a  certain  custom ;  and  that 
custom  produces  any  other  individual  one,  for  which  we  may 
have  occasion.    But  as  the  production  of  all  the  ideas,  to 


'  The  following  note  was  added  in 
the  Appendix  to  the  third  yolume 
of  the  original  edition  :  *  'Tis 
evident,  that  even  different  simple 
ideas  may  have  a  similarity  or  resem- 
blance to  each  other ;  nor  is  it  neces- 
saiy,  that  the  point  or  circumstance  of 
resemblance  should  be  distinct  or  sepa- 
rable from  that  in  which  they  differ. 
Blue  and  ffreen  are  different  simple 
ideas,  but  are  more  resembling  than 
blue  and  scarlet ;  tho'  their  perfect  sim- 
plicity excludes  all  possibility  of  sepa- 
ration or  distinction.  'Tis  the  same 
case  with  particular  sounds,  and  tastes 
and  smells.  These  admit  of  infinite  re- 
semblances upon  the  general  appear- 


ance and  comparison,  without  having 
any  common  circumstance  the  same. 
And  of  this  we  may  be  certain,  even 
from  the  veiy  abstract  terms  sin^e 
idea.  They  comprehend  all  simple 
ideas  under  them.  These  resemDle 
each  other  in  their  simplicity.  And 
yet  from  their  very  nature,  which  ex- 
cludes all  composition,  this  cizcom- 
stance,  in  which  they  resemble,  is  not 
distinguishable  nor  separable  from  the 
rest.  'Tis  the  same  case  with  all  the 
degrees  in  any  quality.  They  are  aU 
resembling,  and  yet  the  quality,  in  any 
individual,  is  not  distinct  from  tho 
d^ree. 

*  {ntrod. :  paragraph  213, 
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which  the  name  may  be  apply'd,  is  in  most  cases  impossible,      ^y^* 
we  abridge  that  work  by  a  more  partial  consideration,  and  -^ — . — ' 
find  but  few  inconveniences  to  arise  in  onr  reasoning  from  Of  abstract 
that  abridgment.^ 

For  this  is  one  of  the  most  extraordinary  circumstances 
in  the  present  a&ir,  that  after  the  mind  has  produced  an 
individual  idea,  upon.which  we  reason,  the  attendant  custom, 
reviv*d  by  the  general  or  abstract  term,  readily  suggests  any 
other  individual,  if  by  chance  we  form  any  reasoning,  that 
agrees  not  with  it.  Thus  shou'd  we  mention  the  word 
triangle,  and  form  the  idea  of  a  particular  equilateral  one  to 
correspond  to  it,  and  shou'd  we  afterwards  assert,  that  the 
three  angles  of  a  triangle  are  equal  to  each  other,  the  other 
individuals  of  a  scalenum  and  isosceles,  which  we  overlook'd 
at  first,  immediately  crowd  in  upon  us,  and  make  us  perceive 
the  falshood  of  this  proposition,  tho'  it  be  true  with  relation 
to  that  idea,  which  we  had  formed.  If  the  mind  suggests 
not  always  l^ese  ideas  upon  occasion,  it  proceeds  from  some 
imperfection  in  its  faculties  ;  and  such  a  one  as  is  often  the 
source  of  false  reasoning  and  sophistry.  But  this  is  prin- 
cipally the  case  with  those  ideas  which  are  abstruse  and 
compounded.  On  other  occasions  the  custom  is  more  entire, 
and  'tis  seldom  we  run  into  such  errors. 

Nay  so  entire  is  the  custom,  that  the  very  same  idea  may 
be  annext  to  several  different  words,  and  may  be  employ'd 
in  different  reasonings,  without  any  danger  of  mistake. 
Thus  the  idea  of  an  equilateral  triangle  of  an  inch  per- 
pendicular may  serve  us  in  talking  of  a  figure,  of  a  rectilineal 
figure,  of  a  regular  figure,  of  a  triangle,  and  of  an  equi- 
lateral triangle.  All  these  terms,  therefore,  are  in  this  case 
attended  with  the  same  idea ;  but  as  they  are  wont  to  be 
apply'd  in  a  greater  or  lesser  compass,  they  excite  their 
particular  habits,  and  thereby  keep  the  mind  in  a  readiness 
to  observe,  that  no  conclusion  be  form'd  contrary  to  any 
ideas,  which  are  usually  compriz'd  under  them. 

Before  those  habits  have  become  entirely  perfect,  perhaps 
the  mind  may  not  be  content  with  forming  the  idea  of  only 
one  individual,  but  may  run  over  several,  in  order  to  make 
itself  comprehend  its  own  meaning,  and  the  compass  of  that 
collection,  which  it  intends  to  express  by  the  general  term. 
That  we  may  fix  the  meaning  of  the  word,  figure,  we  may 

>  Introd.:  paragraphs  219-222. 
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^ABt     rerolre  in  our  mind  the  ideas  of  circles,  squares,  parallelo- 


I. 


^  grams,  triangles  of  different  sizes  and  proportions,  and  niaj 
Of  ideM,  not  rest  on  one  image  or  idea.  However  this  may  be,  'tis 
orTgL  certain  that  we  form  the  idea  of  individuals,  whenever  we 
compoei-  US6  any  general  term ;  that  we  sddom  or  never  can  exhaust 
neadon^  these  individuals  J  and  ^Aa^ those,  which  remain,  are  only 
8traction»  represented  by  means  of  that  habit,  by  which  we  recal  them, 
^^  whenever  any  present  occasion  requires  it.    This  then  is  the 

nature  of  our  abstract  idoas  and  general  terms;  and  'tis 
after  this  manner  we  account  for  the  foregoing  paradox,  that 
some'  ideas  are  particular  in  their  natwre,  hut  general  in  their 
representation.^  A  particular  idea  becomes  general  by  being 
annex'd  to  a  general  term ;  that  is,  to  a  term,  which  from  a 
customary  conjunction  has  a  relation  to  many  other  par- 
ticular ideas,  and  readily  recals  them  in  the  imagination. 

The  only  difficulty,  that  ctsaa  remain  on  this  subject,  must 
be  with  regard  to  that  custom,  which  so  ireadily  recals  every 
particular  idea,  for  which  we  may  have  occasion,  and  is 
excited  by  any  word  or  sound,  to  which  we  commonly  annex 
it.  The  most  pi'oper  method,  in  my  opinion,  of  giving  a 
satisfactory  explication  of  this  act  of  the  mind,  is  by  pro- 
ducing other  instances,  which  are  analogous  to  it,  and  other 
principles,  which  facilitate  its  operation.  To  explain  the 
ultimate  causes  of  our  mental  actions  is  impossible.  'Tis 
sufficient,  if  we  can  give  any  satisfactory  account  of  them 
from  experience  and  analogy. 

First  then  I  observe,  that  when  we  mention  any  great 
number,  such  as  a  thousand,  the  mind  has  generally  no 
adequate  idea  of  it,  but  only  a  power  of  producing  such  an 
idea,  by  its  adequate  idea  of  the  decimals,  under  which  the 
number  is  comprehended.  This  imperfection,  however,  in 
our  ideas,  is  never  felt  in  our  reasonings ;  which  seems  to  be 
an  instance  parallel  to  the  present  one  of  universal  ideas. 

Secondly,  we  have  several  instances  of  habits,  which  may 
be  reviv'd  by  one  single  word ;  as  when  a  person,  who  has 
by  rote  any  periods  of  a  discourse,  or  any  number  of  verses, 
will  be  put  in  remembrance  of  the  whole,  which  he  is  at  a 
loss  to  recollect,  by  that  single  word  or  expression,  with 
which  they  begin. 

Thirdly,  I  believe  every  one,  who  examines  the  situation 

'  Locke,  <  Essay  on  Human  Understanding/  Book  ni.  chap.  iii.  sec  11.  Of. 
Introd. :  paragraph  43  and  ff. 
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of  his  mind  in  reasoning,  will  agree  with  me,  that  we  do  not     sect. 
annex  distinct  and  compleat  ideas  to  every  term  we  make  use       ^^' 


of,  and  that  in  talking  of  goveitimenty  churdi,  negotiation^  Ofabstract 
conqtbeat,  we  seldom  spread  out  in  our  minds  all  the  oimple  i^^^^- 
ideas,  of  which  these  complex  ones  are  compos'd.  'Tis 
however  observable,  that  notwithstanding  this  imperfection 
we  may  avoid  talking  nonsense  on  these  subjects,  and  may 
X)erceive  any  repugnance  among  the  ideas^  as  well  as  if  we 
had  a  full  comprehension  of  them.  Thus  if  instead  of 
saying,  that  in  war  the  weaker  ha/ve  always  recourse  to  nego^ 
tiation^  we  should  say,  that  they  have  always  recourse  to 
conquest,  the  custom,  which  we  have  acquir'd  of  attributing 
certain  relations  to  ideas,  still  follows  the  words,  and  makes 
us  immediately  perceive  the  absurdity  of  that  proposition ; 
in  the  same  manneir  as  one  particular  idea  may  serve  us  in 
reasoning  concerning  other  ideas,  however  different  from  it 
in  several  circumstances. 

Fourthly,  As  the  individuals  are  collected  together,  and 
placed  under  a  general  term  with  a  view  to  that  resemblance, 
which  they  bear  to  each  other,  this  relation  must  facilitate 
their  entrance  in  the  imagination,  and  make  them  be  sug- 
gested more  readily  upon  occasion.  And  indeed  if  we 
consider  the  common  progress  of  the  thought,  either  in 
reflection  or  convei'sation,  we  shall  find  great  reason  to  be 
satisfy'd  in  this  particular.  Nothing  is  more  admirable,  than 
the  readiness,  with  which  the  imagination  suggests  its  ideas, 
and  presents  them  at  the  very  instant,  in  which  they  become 
necessary  or  usefal.  The  fancy  runs  from  one  end  of  the 
universe  to  the  other  in  collecting  those  ideas,  which  belong 
to  any  subject.  One  would  think  the  whole  intellectual 
world  of  ideas  was  at  once  subjected  to  our  view,  and  that 
we  did  nothing  but  pick  out  such  as  were  most  proper  for 
our  purpose.  There  may  not,  however,  be  any  present, 
beside  those  very  ideas,  that  are  thus  collected  by  a  kind 
of  magical  faculty  in  the  soul,  which,  tho'  it  be  always  most 
perfect  in  the  greatest  geniuses,  and  is  properly  what  we  call 
a  genius,  is  however  inexplicable  by  the  utmost  efforts  of 
human  understanding. 

Perhaps  these  four  reflections  may  help  to  remove  all 
difiSculties  to  the  hypothesis  I  have  propos'd  concerning 
abstract  ideas,  so  contrary  to  that,  which  has  hitherto  pre- 
vailed in  philosophy.     But,  to  tell  the  truth  I  place  my 
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PART     chief  confidence  in  what  I  have  already  prov'd  concerning 


the  impossibility  of  general  ideas,  according  to  the  common 
Of  ideas,  method  of  explaining  them.  We  must  certainly  seek  some 
^?"  new  system  on  this  head,  and  there  plainly  is  none  beside 

oompoiBi-  what  I  have  proposed.  If  ideas  be  particular  in  their 
tion,  con-  nature,  and  at  the  same  time  finite  in  their  nxunber,  *tia 
straction,  Only  by  custom  they  can  become  general  ui  then*  repre- 
^*  sentation,  and  contain  an  infinite  number  of  other  ideas 

xmder  them. 

Before  I  leave  this  subject  I  shall  employ  the  same 
principles  to  explain  that  distinction  of  reason,  which  is  so 
much  talkM  of,  and  is  so  littie  understood,  in  the  schools. 
Of  this  kind  is  the  distinction  betwixt  figure  and  the  body 
figur'd ;  motion  and  the  body  mov^d.  The  difficulty  of  ex- 
plaining this  distinction  arises  from  the  principle  above 
explain'd,  that  all  ideas,  which  are  different,  are  separable.  For 
it  follows  from  thence,  that  if  the  figure  be  different  troia 
the  body,  their  ideas  must  be  separable  as  well  as  dis- 
tinguishable;  if  they  be  not  different,  their  ideas  can 
neither  be  separable  nor  distinguishable.  What  then  is 
meant  by  a  distinction  of  reason,  since  it  implies  neither 
a  difference  nor  separation. 

To  remove  this  difficulty  we  must  have  recourse  to  the 
foregoing  explication  of  abstract  ideas.  'Tis  certain  that 
the  mind  wou'd  never  have  dream'd  of  distinguishing  a 
figure  from  the  body  figured,  as  being  in  reality  neither 
distinguishable,  nor  different,  nor  separable;  did  it  not 
observe,  that  even  in  this  simplicity  there  might  be  contain'd 
many  different  resemblances  and  relations.'  Thus  when  a 
globe  of  white  marble  is  presented,  we  receive  only  the 
impression  of  a  white  colour  disposed  in  a  certain  form,  nor 
are  we  able  to  separate  and  distinguish  the  colour  from  the 
form.  But  observing  afterwards  a  globe  of  black  marble 
and  a  cube  of  white,  and  comparing  them  with  our  former 
object,  we  find  two  separate  resemblances,  in  what  formerly 
seem'd,  and  really  is,  perfectly  inseparable.  After  a  Uttle 
more  practice  of  this  kind,  we  begin  to  distinguish  the 
figure  from  the  colour  by  a  distinction  of  reason  ;  that  is,  we 
consider  the  figure  and  colour  together,  since  they  are  in 
effect  the  same  and  undistinguishable ;  but  still  view  them 

I  Id  trod. :  paragraph  219. 
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in  different  aspects,  according  to  the  resemblances,  of  which      ^3^' 
they  are  susceptible.    When  we  wou'd  consider  only  the 


figure  of  the  globe  of  white  marble,  we  form  in  reality  an  Of  abBtmct 
idea  both  of  the  figure  and  colour,  but  tacitly  carry  our  eye  *^*"* 
to  its  resemblance  with  the  globe  of  black  marble  :  And  in 
the  same  manner,  when  we  wou'd  consider  its  colour  only, 
we  turn  our  view  to  its  resemblance  with  the  cube  of  white 
marble.  By  this  means  we  accompany  our  ideas  with  a  kind 
of  reflection,  of  which  custom  renders  us,  in  a  great  measure, 
insensible.  A  person,  who  desires  us  to  consider  the  figure 
of  a  globe  of  white  marble  without  thinking  on  its  colour, 
desires  an  impossibility ;  but  his  meaning  is,  that  we  shou'd 
consider  the  figure  and  colour  together,  but  still  keep  in  our 
eye  the  resemblance  to  the  globe  of  black  marble,  or  that  to 
any  other  globe  of  whatever  colour  or  substance. 
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OP  THE   IDEAS   OP  SPACE  AND   TIME. 

Sect.  !.—/)/  the  Infinite  Divisibility  of  our  Ideas  of 

Space  and  Time. 

Wh^teveb  has  the  air  of  a  paradox^  and  is  contrary  to  the 
first  and  most  unprejudic'd  notions  of  mankind,  is  often 
greedily  embraced  by  philosophers,  as  shewing  the  superiority 
of  their  science,  which  cou'd  discover  opinions  so  remote 
from  vulgar  conception.  On  the  other  hand,  anything  pro- 
pos'd  to  us,  which  causes  surprize  and  admiration,  gives  such 
a  satisfaction  to  the  mind,  that  it  indulges  itself  in  those 
agreeable  emotions,  and  will  never  be  perswaded  that  its 
pleasure  is  entirely  without  foundation.  From  these  dis- 
positions in  philosophers  and  their  disciples  arises  that 
mutual  complaisance  betwixt  them;  while  the  former 
furnish  such  plenty  of  strange  and  unaccountable  opinions, 
and  the  latter  so  readily  believe  them.  Of  this  mutual 
complaisance  I  cannot  give  a  more  evident  instance  than  in 
the  doctrine  of  infinite  divisibility,  with  the  examination  of 
which  I  shall  begin  this  subject  of  the  ideas  of  space  and 
time. 

'Tis  universally  allow'd,  that  the  capacity  of  the  mind  is 
limited,  and  can  never  attain  a  full  and  adequate  conception 
of  infinity :  And  tho'  it  were  not  allow'd,  *twould  be  suffi- 
ciently evident  from  the  plainest  observation  and  experience.* 
*Tis  also  obvious,  that  whatever  is  capable  of  being  divided 
in  infinitum^  must  consist  of  an  infinite  number  of  parts, 
and  that  'tis  impossible  to  set  any  bounds  to  the  number  of 
parts,  without  setting  bounds  at  the  same  time  to  the 
division.  It  requires  scarce  any  induction  to  conclude  from 
hence,  that  the  tdea,  which  we  form  of  any  finite  quality,  is 
not  infinitely  divisible,  but  that  by  proper  distinctions  and 

'  lotrod. :  paragraph  268. 
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separations  we  may  run  up  this  idea  to  inferior  ones,  which      SECT, 
will  be  perfectly  simple  and  indivisible.    In  rejecting  the  ^    ^' 


infinite  capacity  of  the  mind,  we  suppose  it  may  arrive  at  Of  the  in- 
an  end  in  ihe  division  of  its  ideas ;  nor  are  there  any  possible  ^^^^t^^ 
means  of  evading  the  evidence  of  this  conclusion.  our  idoas 

^Tis  therefore  certain,  that  the  imagination  reaches  a  ^^^^ 
mmimumy  and  may  raise  up  to  itself  an  idea,  of  which  it  cannot 
conceive  any  sub-division,  and  which  cannot  be  diminished 
without  a  total  annihilation.  When  you  tell  me  of  the 
thousandth  and  ten  thousandth  part  of  a  grain  of  sand,  I 
have  a  distinct  idea  of  these  numbers  and  of  their  different 
proportions ;  but  the  images,  which  I  form  in  my  mind  to 
represent  the  things  themselves,  are  nothing  diflferent  from 
each  other,  nor  inferior  to  that  image,  by  which  I  represent 
the  grain  of  sand  itself,  which  is  supposed  So  vastly  to 
exceed  them.  What  consists  of  parts  is  distinguishable 
into  them,  and  what  is  distinguishable  is  separable.  But 
whatever  we  may  imagine  of  the  thing,  the  idea  of  a 
grain  of  sand  is  not  distingui^bable,  nor  separable  into 
twenty,  much  less  into  a  thousand,  ten  thousand,  or  an 
infinite  number  of  different  ideas.*      .      ' 

'Tis  the  same  caise  with  '-ttie  impresdiolis  of  the  senses  as 
with  the  ideas  of  .the  imagination.  Put  a  Spot  of  ink  upon 
paper,  fix  your  eye  upon  that  spot,  and  retire  to  such  a 
distance,  that  at  last  you  leee  sight  of  it;  'tis  plain,  that  ihe 
moment  before  it  vanished  the  image  or  impression  was 
perfectly  indivisible.  *Tis  not  for  want  of  rays  of  light 
striking  on  our  eyes,  that  the  minute  parts  of  distant 
bodies  convey  not  any  sensible  impression;  but  because 
they  are  remov'd  beyond  that  distance,  at  which  their 
impressions  were  reduced  to  a  miniimtmf  and  were-  in- 
capable of  any  feurther  diminution.  A  microscope  or  tele* 
scope,  which  renders  them  visible,  produces  not  any  new 
rays  of  light,  but  only  spreads  those,  which  always  flow'd 
from  them;  and  by  that  means  both  gives  parts  to  im- 
pressions, which  to  the  naked  eye  appear  simple  and  uncom- 
pounded,  and  advances  to  a  minimum,  what  was  formerly 
imperceptible. 

We  may  hence  discover  the  error  of  the  common  opinion, 
that  the  capacil^  of  the  mind  is  limited  on  both  sides,  and 
that  'tis  impossible  for  the  imagination  to  form  an  adequate 

^  Intiod. :  paragraph  266  and  ff. 
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^^^'^  idea,  of  what  goes  beyond  a  certain  degree  of  minuteness  as 
^-. — r^ — '  well  as  of  greatness.  Nothing  can  be  more  minnte,  than 
Of  the  some  ideas,  which  we  form  in  the  fancy ;  and  images,  which 
space  aid  ^PP^^^  ^  ^^^  scnses ;  since  there  are  ideas  and  images  per- 
tama.  fectlj  simple  and  indivisible.    The  only  defect  of  our  senses 

is,  that  they  give  us  disproportion'd  images  of  things,  and 
represent  as  minute  and  nncompounded  what  is  really  great 
and  compos'd  of  a  vast  number  of  parts.  This  misteke  we 
are  not  sensible  of;  but  taking  the  impressions  of  those 
minute  objects,  which  appear  to  the  senses,  to  be  equal  or 
nearly  eqtud  to  the  objects,  and  finding  by  reason,  that  there 
are  other  objects  vastly  more  minute,  we  too  hastily  con- 
clude, that  ^ese  are  inferior  to  any  idea  of  our  imagina- 
tion or  impression  of  our  senses.  This  howev^  is  certain, 
that  we  can  form  ideas,  which  shall  be  no  gp'eater  than  the 
smallest  atom  of  the  animal  spirits  of  an  insect  a  thousand 
times  less  than  a  mite :  And  we  ought  rather  to  conclude, 
that  the  difficulty  lies  in  enlarging  our  conceptions  so  much 
as  to  form  a  just  notion  of  a  mite,  or  even  of  an  insect  a 
thousand  times  less  than  a  mite.  For  in  order  to  form  a 
just  notion  of  these  animals,  we  must  have  a  distinct  idea 
representing  every  part  of  them ;  which,  according  to  the 
system  of  infinite  divisibility,  is  utterly  impossible,  and 
according  to  that  of  indivisible  parts  or  atoms,  is  extremely 
difficult,  by  reason  of  the  vast  nimiber  and  multiplicity  of 
these  parts. 

Sbct.  n. — Of  the  Infinite  DivieibUity  of  Space  and  Time. 

Wherever  ideas  are  adequate  representations  of  objects, 
the  relations,  contradictions  and  agreements  of  the  ideas  are 
all  applicable  to  the  objects;  and  this  we  may  in  general 
observe  to  be  the  foimdation  of  all  human  knowledge.  But 
our  ideas  are  adequate  representations  of  the  most  minute 
parts  of  extension ;  and  thro'  whatever  divisions  and  subdi- 
visions we  may  suppose  these  parts  to  be  arrived  at,  they  can 
never  become  inferior  to  some  ideas,  which  we  form.  The 
plain  consequence  is,  that  whatever  appeoAre  impossible  and 
contradictory  upon  the  comparison  of  these  ideas,  must  be 
really  impossible  and  contradictory,  without  any  &rther 
excuse  or  evasion. 

Everything  capable  of  being  infinitely  divided  contains 
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an  infinite  number  of  parts ;  otherwise  the  division  would      SECT. 
be  stopt  short  by  the  indivisible  parts,  which  we  should  im-   .     ^'     . 
mediately  arrive  at.     If  therefore  any  finite  extension  be  ofthein- 
infinitely  divisible,  it  can  be  no  contradiction  to  suppose,  that  *°i^®  ^^^' 
a  finite  extension  contains  an  infinite  number  of  parts :  And  space  and 
vice  veraa,  if  it  be  a  contradiction  to  suppose,  that  a  finite  ^^°*®* 
extension  contains  an  infinite  number  of  parts,  no  finite 
extension  can  be  infinitely  divisible.     But  that  this  latter 
supposition  is  absurd,  I  easily  convince  myself  by  the  con- 
sideration of  my  clear  ideas.   I  first  take  the  least  idea  I  can 
form  of  a  part  of  extension,  and  being  certain  that  there  is 
nothing  more  minute  than  this  idea,  I  conclude,  that  what- 
ever I  discover  by  its  means  must  be  a  real  quality  of  exten- 
sion.    I  then  repeat  this  idea  once,  twice,  thrice,  &c.,  and 
find  the  compound  idea  of  extension,  arising  from  its  repe- 
tition,  always    to  augment,   and    become    double,    triple, 
quadruple,  &c.,  till  at  last  it  swells  up  to  a  considerable  bulk, 
greater  or  smaller,  in  proportion  as  I  repeat  more  or  less  the 
same  idea.    When  I  stop  in  the  addition  of  parts,  the  idea 
of  extension  ceases  to  augment ;  and  were  I  to  carry  on  the 
addition  in  infirviivmiy  I  clearly  perceive,  that  the  idea  of  exten- 
sion must  also  become  infinite.     Upon  the  whole,  I  conclude, 
that  the  idea  of  an  infinite  number  of  parts  is  individually 
the  same  idea  with  that  of  an  infinite  extension;  that  no 
finite  extension  is  capable  of  containing  an  infinite  number 
of  parts ;  and  consequently  that  no  finite  extension  is  in- 
finitely divisible.* 

I  may  subjoin  another  argument  propos'd  by  a  noted 
author,^  which  seems  to  me  very  strong  and  beautiful.  *Tis 
evident,  that  existence  in  itself  belongs  only  to  unity,  and  is 
never  applicable  to  number,  but  on  account  of  the  unites,  of 
which  the  number  is  composed.'  Twenty  men  may  be  said  to 
exist ;  but  'tis  only  because  one,  two,  three,  four,  &c.  are 
existent,  and  if  you  deny  the  existence  of  the  latter,  that  of 
the  former  falls  of  course.  'Tis  therefore  utterly  absurd  to 
suppose  any  number  to  exist,  and  yet  deny  the  existence  of 

'  It  has  been  objected  to  me,  that  in-  tumaly  thej  cannot  be  inferior  to  those 

finite  divisibility  sapposes  only  an  in-  minute  parts  we  conceiye;  and,  there> 

finite  number  of  proportional,  not  of  fore  cannot  form  a  less   extension  by 

aliquot  parts,  and  tnat  an  infinite  num-  their  conjunction, 

ber  of  proportional  parts  does  not  form  '  Mons.  Malezieu,  \MimenU  de  Gio- 

an  infinite  extension.    But  this  distinc-  mitrie  de  M.le  due  de  Bourgogne, — £d.] 

tion  is  entirely  frivolous.     Whether  '  Introd. :  paragraph  268. — ^£d. 
these  parts  be  called  aliquot  or  propor- 
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unites ;  and  as  extension  is  always  a  number,  according  to 
the  common  sentiment  of  metaphysicians,  and  never  resolves 
Of  tho  itself  into  any  unite  or  indivisible  quantity,  it  follows,  that  ex- 
ideas  of  ^  tension  can  never  ak  all  exist.  'Tis  in  vain  to  xeply,  that  any 
time.  determinate  quantity  of  extension  is  an  unite ;  but  such-a- 

one  as  admits  of  an  infinite  number  of  iractions,  and  is  inex- 
haustible in  its  sub-divisions.  For  by  the  same  rule  these 
twenty  men  may  be  considered  as  an  unite*  The  whole 
globe  of  the  earth,  nay  the  whole  universe,  may  be  considered 
as  an  urviie.  That  term  of  unity  is  merely  a  fictitious  denomi- 
nation, which  the  mind  may  apply  to  any  quantity  of  objects 
it  coUecIs  together ;  nor  can  such  an  unity  any  more  exist 
alone  than  number  can,  as  being  in  reality  a  true  number. 
But  the  unity,  which  can  exist  alone,  and  whose  existence  is 
necessary  to  that  of  all  number,  is  of  another  kind,  and  must 
be  perfectly  indivisible,  and  incapable  of  being  resolved  into 
any  lesser  unity.  ^ 

All  this  reasoning  takes  place  with  regard  to  time ;  along 
with  an  additional  argument,  which  it  may  be  proper  to 
take  notice  of.  'TIS  a  property  inseparable  from  time,  and 
which  in  a  manner  constitutes  its  essence,  that  each  of  its 
parts  succeeds  another,  and  that  none  of  them,  however 
contiguous,  can  ever  be  co-existent.  For  the  same  reason, 
that  the  year  1737  cannot  concur  with  the  present  year  1738 
every  moment  must  be  distinct  from,  and  i)Osterior  or  ante- 
cedent to  another.^  'Tis  certain  then,  that  time,  as  it  exists, 
must  be  compos'd  of  indivisible  moments.  For  if  in  time  we 
could  never  arrive  at  an  end  of  division,  and  if  each  moment, 
as  it  succeeds  another,  were  not  perfectly  single  and  indi- 
visible, there  would  be  an  infinite  number  of  co-existent 
moments,  or  parts  of  time ;  which  I  believe  will  be  allowed  to 
be  an  arrant  contradiction. 

The  infinite  divisibility  of  space  implies  that  of  time,  as  is 
evident  fi:om  the  nature  of  motion.  If  the  latter,  therefore, 
be  impossible,  the  former  must  be  equally  so. 

I  doubt  not  but  it  will  readily  be  allowed  by  the  most  ob- 
stinate defender  of  the  doctrine  of  infinite  divisibility,  that 
these  arguments  are  difficulties,  and  that 'tis  impossible  to  give 
any  answer  to  them  which  will  be  perfectly  clear  and  satis- 
factory.   But  here  we  may  observe,  that  nothing  can  be  more 

'  Intfod. :  paragraph  258  and  the  foUowiiig. 
'  Introd.:  paragraph  259. 
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absurd,  than  this  cnstom  of  calling  a  difficulty  -what  pretends      SECT, 
ta  be  a  demonstrationy  and  endeavouring  by  that  means  to 
elude  its  force  and  evidence.     'Tis  not  in  demonstrations  as  of  the  in- 
in  probabilities,  that  diflSculties  can  take  place,  and  one  argu-  ^^.  ^T?" 
ment  counter-ballance  another,  and  diminish  its  authority,  space  and 
A  demonstration,  if  just,  admits  of  no  opposite  difficulty ;  ^^®* 
and  if  not  just,  'tis  a  mere  sophism,  and  consequently  can 
never  be  a  difficulty.    'Tis  either  irresistible,  or  has  no  man- 
ner of  force.    To  talk  therefore  of  olgections  and  replies, 
and  ballancing  of  arguments  in  such  a  question  as  this,  is 
to  confess,  either  that  human  reason  is  nothing  but  a  play 
of  words,  or  that  the  person  himself,  who  talks  so,  has  not  a 
capacity  equal  to  such  ^subjects.     Demonstrations   may  be 
difficult  to  be  comprehended,  because  of  abstractedness  of  the 
subject ;  but  can  never  have  such  difficulties  as  will  weaken 
their  authority,  when  once  they  are  comprehended. 

'Tis  true,  mathematicians  are  wont  to  say,  that  there  are 
here  equally  strong  arguments  on  the  other  side  of  the 
question,  and  that  the  doctrine  of  indivisible  points  is  also 
liable  to  unanswerable  objections.  Before  I  examine  these 
arguments  and  objections  in  detail,  I  will  here  take  them  in 
a  body,  and  endeavour  by  a  short  and  decisive  reason  to 
prove  at  once,  that  'tis  utterly  impossible  they  can  have  any 
just  foundation. 

'Tis  an  established  maxim  in  metaphysics.  That  whatever 
the  mind  clearly  conceives,  indvdes  the  idea  of  possible  exist- 
ence,  or  in  other  words,  that  nothing  we  imagine  is  absolutely 
impossible.  We  can  form  the  idea  of  a  golden  moimtain,  and 
from  thence  conclude  that  such  a  mountain  may  actually 
exist.  We  can  form  no  idea  of  a  mountain  without  a  valley, 
and  therefore  regard  it  as  impossible. 

INTow  'tis  certain  we  have  an  idea  of  extension ;  for  other-* 
wise  why  do  we  talk  and  reason  concerning  it  P'  'Tis  likewise 
certain  that  this  idea,  as  conceiv'd  by  the  imagination,  tho' 
divisible  into  parts  or  inferior  ideas,  is  not  infinitely  divi- 
sible, nor  consists  of  an  infinite  number  of  parts:  For  that 
exceeds  the  comprehension  of  our  limited  capacities.  Here 
then  is  an  idea  of  extension,  which  consists  of  parts  or  inferior 
ideas,  that  are  perfectly  indivisible  :  consequently  this  idea 
implies  no  contradiction  :  consequently  'tis  possible  for  exten- 

*  SosajB  Locke  ofthe  idea  of  Tacuum.      22  &  24.     For  a  contraiy  view   io 
See  his  Essay,  Book  n.  chap.  ziii.  sees.      Hume,  see  below,  poges  859  &  360. — ^£d. 
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PART     Bion  reaUj  to  exist  conformable  to  it :  and  conseqtientlj  all 
^'        the  arguments  employ'd  against  the  possibility  of  mathema- 


Of  the        ticol  points  are  mere  scholastick  qnibbles,  and  nnworthy  of 

ideas  of      onr  attention. 

^^  *°  These  consequences  we  may  carry  one  step  farther,  and 
conclude  that  all  the  pretended  demonstrations  for  the 
infinite  divisibility  of  extension  are  equally  sophistical ;  since 
His  certain  these  demonstrations  cannot  be  just  without 
proving  the  impossibility  of  mathematical  points ;  whicB.  'tis 
an  evident  absurdity  to  pretend  to. 

Sect,  m.— Of  the  other  QuaUtiea  of  our  Ideas  of  Space  and 

Tims*  • 

No  discovery  cou'd  have  been  made  more  happily  "for 
deciding  all  controversies  concerning  ideas,  than  that  above- 
mention'd,  that  impressions  always  take  the  precedency  of 
them,  and  that  every  ide^  with  which  the  imagination  is 
fiimish'd,  first  makes  its  appearance  in  a  correspondent 
impression.  These  latter  perceptions  are  all  so  clear  and 
evident,  that  they  admit  of  no  controversy ;  tho'  many  of  our 
ideas  are  so  obscure,  that  'tis  almost  impossible  even  for  the 
mind,  which  forms  them,  to  tell  exactly  their  nature  and  com- 
position. Let  us  apply  this  principle,  in  order  to  discover 
farther  the  nature  of  our  ideas  of  space  and  time. 

Upon  opening  my  eyes,  and  turning  them  to  the  surround- 
ing objects,  I  perceive  many  visible  bodies;  and  upon  shutting 
them  again,  and  considering  the  distance  betwixt  these  bodies, 
I  acquire  the  idea  of  extension.  As  every  idea  is  derived  from 
some  impres8ion,which  is  exactly  similar  to  it,  the  impressions 
similar  to  this  idea  of  extension,  must  either  be  some  sensa- 
tions deriv'd  from  the  sight,  or  some  internal  impressions 
arising  from  these  sensations.^ 

Our  internal  impressions  are  our  passions,  emotions, 
desires  and  aversions ;  none  of  which,  I  believe,  will  ever  be 
asserted  to  be  the  model,  from  which  the  idea  of  space  is 
deriv'd.  There  remains  therefore  nothing  but  the  senses, 
which  can  convey  to  us  this  original  impression.  Now  what 
impression  do  our  senses  here  convey  to  us  ?    This  is  the 

>  See  belov,  page  519.  ('  The  first  notion  of  space/  &c.)t  and  Introd. :  para^mphB 
284  and  246.— Ed. 
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principal  question,  and  decides  without  appeal  concerning     SBCT. 
the  nature  of  the  idea.  ^^' 

The  tahle  before  me  is  alone  sufficient  by  its  view  to  give  of  the 
me  the  idea  of  extension.    This  idea,  then,  is  borrowed  from,  o^^f . 
and  represents  some  impression,  which  this  moment  appears  2f  oiid^ 
to  the  senses.     But  my  senses  convey  to  me  ouly  the  im-  of  space 
pressions  of  coloured  points,  disposed  in  a  cert-ain  manner.  *°  ^™®' 
If  the  eye  is  sensible  of  any  thing  farther,  I  desire  it  may  be 
pointed  out  to  me.     But  if  it  be  impossible  to  shew  any 
thing  farther,  we  may  conclude  with  certainty,  that  the  idea 
of  extension  is  nothing  but  a  copy  of  these  coloured  points, 
and  of  the  manner  of  their  appearance. 

Suppose  that  in  the  extended  object,  or  composition  of 
coloured  points,  from  which  we  first  received  the  idea  of 
extension,  the  points  were  of  a  purple  colour ;  it  follows,  that 
in  every  repetition  of  that  idea  we  wou'd  not  only  place  the 
points  in  the  same  order  with  respect  to  each  other,  but  also 
bestow  on  them  that  precise  colour,  with  which  alone  we  are 
acquainted.  But  afterwards  having  experience  of  the  other 
colours  of  violet,  green,  red,  white,  black,  and  of  all  the 
different  compositions  of  these,  and  finding  a  resemblance 
in  the  disposition  of  coloured  points,  of  which  they  are  com- 
pos'd,  we  omit  the  peculiarities  of  colour,  as  far  as  possible, 
and  found  an  abstract  idea  merely  on  that  disposition  of 
points,  or  manner  of  appearance,  in  which  they  agree.  Nay 
even  when  the  resemblance  is  carry*d  beyond  the  objects  of 
one  sense,  and  the  impressions  of  touch  are  found  to  be 
similar  to  those  of  sight  in  the  disposition  of  their  parts ; 
this  does  not  hinder  the  abstract  idea  from  representing  both, 
upon  account  of  their  resemblance.  All  abstract  ideas  are  i 
really  nothing  but  particular  ones,  consider'd  in  a  certain 
light ;  but  being  annexed  to  general  terms,  they  are  able  to 
represent  a  vast  variety,  and  to  comprehend  objects,  which, 
as  they  are  alike  in  some  particulars,  are  in  others  vastly 
wide  of  each  other.* 

The  idea  of  time,  being  derived  from  the  succession  of 
our  perceptions  of  every  kind,  ideas  as  well  as  impressions, 
and  impressions  of  reflection  as  well  as  of  sensation,  will 
afford  us  an  instance  of  an  abstract  idea,  which  comprehends 
a  still  greater  variety  than  that  of  space,  and  yet  is  repre- 

'  See  i^borei  page  28,  and  Introd. :  paragraph  250.*-Ed« 
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sented  m  the  fancy  by  some  paxticular  individual  idea  of  a 
determinate  quantity  and  quality. 

As  'tis  from  the  disposition  of  visible  and  tangible  objects 
we  receive  the  idea  of  space,  so  from  the  succession  of  ideas 
and  impression?  we  form  the  idea  of  time,  nor  is  it  possible 
for  time  alone  ever  to  make  its  appearance,  or  be  taken 
notice  of  by  the  mind.^  A  man  in  a  sound  sleep,  or  strongly 
occupy 'd  vdth  one  thought,  is  insensible  of  time;  and  accord- 
ing as  his  perceptions  succeed  each  other  with  greater  or 
less  rapidity,  the  same  duration  appears  longer  or  shorter 
to  his  imagination.  It  has  been  remarked  by  a  great  philo- 
aopher,'  that  our  perceptions  have  certain  boxmds  in  this 
particular,  which  are  fix'd  by  the  original  nature  and  con- 
stitution of  the  mind,  and  beyond  which  no  influence  of 
external  objects  on  the  senses  is  ever  able  to  hasten  or 
retard  our  thought.  If  you  wheel  about  a  burning  coal 
with  rapidity,  it  will  present  to  the  senses  an  image  of  a 
circle  of  fire ;  nor  will  there  seem  to  be  any  interval  of  time 
betwixt  its  revolutions;  meerly  because  'tis  impossible  for 
our  perceptions  to  succeed  each  other  with  the  same  rapidity, 
that  motion  may  be  communicated  to  external  objects. 
Wherever  we  have  no  successive  perceptions,  we  have  no 
notion  of  time,  even  tho'  there  be  a  real  succession  in  the 
objects.'  From  these  phsenomena,  as  well  as  fix>m  many 
others,  we  may  conclude,  that  time  cannot  make  its  appear- 
ance to  the  mind,  either  alone,  or  attended  with  a  steady 
unchangeable  object^  but  is  always  discover'd  by  some  'per^ 
eeivahle  succession  of  changeable  objects. 

To  confirm  this  we  may  add  the  following  argument,  which 
to  me  seems  perfectly  decisive  and  convincing.  'Tis  evident, 
that  time  or  duration  consisis  of  different  parts :  For  other- 
wise we  cou'd  not  conceive  a  longer  or  shorter  duration. 
'Tis  also  evident,  that  these  parts  are  not  co-existent :  For 
that  quality  of  the  co-existence  of  parts  belongs  to  extension, 
and  is  what  distinguishes  it  from  duration.  Now  as  time 
is  composed  of  parts,  that  are  not  co-existent ;  an  unchange- 
able object,  since  it  produces  none  but  co-existent  impres- 
sions, produces  none  that  can  give  us  the  idea  of  time ;  and 
consequently  that  idea  must  be  derived  from  a  succession  of 


'  See  Introd.:  paragraphs  247  and 
218.— Ed. 


■Mr.  Locke,      [Essay  n.  chap.  xiy. 
sec.  9. — Ed.] 
'  See  Introd. :  803. 
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changeable  objects,  and  time  in  its  first  appearance  can  never     sect. 
be  sever'd  from  soch  a  succession.  ^   ^^• 


Having  therefore  found,  that  time  in  its  first  appearance  Of  the 
to  the  mind  is  always  conjoin'd  with  a  succession  of  change-  ^^y  . 
able  objects,  and  that  otherwise  it  can  never  fall  under  our  ofoiirid^ 
notice,  we  must  now  examine  whether  it  can  be  conceived  o^sp^wj© 
\dthout    our    conceiving   any    succession   of   objects,  and  *^  ^^^^ 
whether  it  can  alone  form  a  distinct  idea  in  the  imagina- 
tion. 

In  order  to  know  whether  any  objects,  which  are  join'd  in 
impression,  be  inseparable  in  idea,  we  need  only  consider,  if 
they  be  different  from  each  other ;  in  which  case,  'tis  plain 
they  may  be  conceived  apart.  Every  thing,  that  is  different 
is  distinguishable  :  and  every  thing,  that  is  distinguishable, 
may  be  separated,  according  to  the  maxims  above-explain'd. 
If  on  the  contrary  they  be  not  different,  they  are  not  dis- 
tinguishable ;  and  if  they  be  not  distinguishable,  fhey  cannot 
be  separated.  But  this  is  precisely  the  case  with  respect  to 
time,  compared  with  our  successive  perceptions.  The  idea 
of  time  is  not  derived  from  a  particular  impression  mix'd  up 
with  others,  and  plainly  distinguishable  from  them;  but 
arises  altogether  from  the  manner,  in  which  impressions 
appear  to  the  mind,  without  making  one  of  the  number. 
Five  notes  play'd  on  a  flute  give  us  the  impression  and  idea 
of  time ;  tho*  time  be  not  a  sixth  impression,  which  presents 
itself  to  the  hearing  or  any  other  of  the  senses.  Nor  is  it  a 
sixth  impression,  which  the  mind  by  reflection  finds  in  itself. 
These  five  sounds  makin&r  their  appearance  in  this  particular 
nianner,  excite  no  emotion  in  the  mind,  nor  produce  an  af- 
fection  of  any  kind,  which  being  observed  by  it  can  give  rise 
to  a  new  idea.  For  that  is  necessary  to  produce  a  new  idea  of 
reflection,  nor  can  the  mind,  by  revolving  over  a  thousand 
times  all  its  ideas  of  sensation,  ever  extract  from  them  any 
new  original  idea,  unless  nature  has  so  fram'd  its  faculties, 
that  it  feels  some  new  original  impression  arise  from  such  a 
contemplation.  But  here  it  only  takes  notice  of  the  manner, 
in  which  the  different  sounds  make  their  appearance  ;  and 
that  it  may  afterwards  consider  without  considering  these 
particular  sounds,  but  may  conjoin  it  with  any  other  objects. 
The  ideas  of  some  objects  it  certainly  must  have,  nor  is  it 
possible  for  it  without  these  ideas  ever  to  arrive  at  any 
conception  of  time^  which  since  it  appears  not  as  any 
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PABT     primary  distinct  impression^  can    plainly  be  nothing  but 
.     ^'    .  different  ideas,  or  impressions,  or  objects  disposed  in  a  certain. 
Of  the        manner,  that  is,  succeeding  eaeh  other.' 
ideas  of  J  ^qw  there  are  some  who   pretend,  that  the  idea  of 

^^oeT  ^  duration  is  applicable  in  a  proper  sense  to  objects,  which  are 
perfectly  unchangeable ;  and  this  I  take  to  be  the  common 
opinion  of  philosophers  as  well  as  of  the  vulgar.  But  to  be 
convinc'd  of  its  falsehood  we  need  but  reflect  on  the  fore- 
going conclusion,  that  the  idea  of  duration  is  always  deriT'd 
from  a  succession  of  changeable  objects,  and  can  never  be 
conveyed  to  the  mind  by  any  thing  stedfiist  and  unchange- 
able. For  it  inevitably  follows  from  thence,  that  since  the 
idea  of  duration  cannot  be  derived  from  such  an  object,  it  can 
never  in  any  propriety  or  exactness  be  apply^d  to  it,  nor  can 
any  thing  unchangeable  be  ever  said  to  have  duration.  Ideas 
always  represent  the  objects  or  impressions,  from  which  they 
are  deriv'd,  and  can  never  without  a  fiction  represent  or  be 
apply*d  to  any  other.  By  what  fiction  we  apply  the  idea  of 
time,  even  to  what  is  unchangeable,  and  suppose,  as  is 
common,  that  duration  is  a  measure  of  rest  as  weU  as  of 
motion,  we  shall  consider  afterwards.^ 

There  is  another  very  decisive  argument,  which  establishes 
the  present  doctrine  concerning  our  ideas  of  space  and  time, 
and  is  founded  only  on  that  simple  principle,  that  our  ideas 
of  them  cure  compounded  ofparta^  which  a/re  indivisible.  This 
argument  may  be  worth  the  examining. 

Every  idea,  that  is  distinguishable,  being  also  separable, 
let  us  take  one  of  those  simple  indivisible  ideas,  of  which  the 
compound  one  of  extension  is  form'd,  and  separating  it  from 
all  others,  and  considering  it  apart,  let  us  form  a  judgment 
of  its  nature  and  qualities. 

'lis  plain  it  is  not  the  idea  of  extension.  For  the  idea  of 
extension  consists  of  parts ;  and  this  idea,  according  to  the 
supposition,  is  perfectly  simple  and  indivisible.  Is  it 
therefore  nothing?  That  is  absolutely  impossible.  For  as 
the  compound  idea  of  extension,  which  is  real,  is  composed 
of  such  ideas ;  were  these  so  many  non-entities,  there  wou'd 
be  a  real  existence  compos'd  of  non-entities ;  which  is  absurd. 
Here  therefore  I  must  ask,  What  is  ov/r  idea  of  a  simple 
and  indivisible  point?  No  wonder  if  my  answer  appear 
somewhat  new,  since  the  question  itself  has  scarce  ever  yet 

'  Sw  Introd. :  paragraph  ^61  and  the  folloving.— Ed^  '  jSeet  5, 
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"been  thought  of.     We  are  wont  to  dispute  concerning  the      SECT, 
nature  of  mathematical  points,  but  seldom  concerning  the^  ^    ^'    - 
nature  of  their  ideas.  Of  the 

The  idea  of  space  is  conveyed  to  the  mind  by  two  senses,  quaiitiea 
the  sight  and  touch  j  nor  does  anything  ever  appear  extended,  of  ourideas 
that  is  not  either  visible  or  tangible.     That  compound  im-  ^^  t^. 
pression,  which  represents  extension,   consists  of  several 
lesser  impressions,  that  are  indivisible  to  the  eye  or  feeling, 
and  may  be  call'd  impressions  of  atoms  or  corpuscles  en- 
dowed with  colour  and  soUdity.     But  this  is  not  all.    'Tis  not 
only  requisite,  that  these  atoms  shou'd  be  coloured  or  tan- 
gible, in  order  to  discover  themselves  to  our  senses ;  'tis  also 
necessary  we  shou'd  preserve  the  idea  of  their  colour  or 
tangibility  in  order    to  comprehend  them  by  our  imagi- 
nation.     There  is  nothing  but  the  idea  of  their  colour  or 
tangibility,  which  can  render  them  conceivable  by  the  mind. 
Upon  the  removal  of  the  ideas  of  these  sensible  qualities, 
they  are  utterly  annihilated  to  the  thought  or  imagination.^ 

Now  such  as  the  parts  are,  such  is  the  whole.  If  a  point 
be  not  considered  as  coloured  or  tangible,  it  can  convey  to  us 
no  idea ;  and  consequently  the  idea  of  extension,  which  is 
composed  of  the  ideas  of  these  points,  can  never  possibly 
exist.  But  if  the  idea  of  extension  really  can  exist,  as  we  are 
conscious  it  does,  its  parts  must  also  exist ;  and  in  order  to 
that,  must  be  considered  as  coloured  or  tangible.  We  have  ' 
therefore  no  idea  of  space  or  extension,  but  when  we  regard 
it  as  an  object  either  of  our  sight  or  feeling. 


The  same  reasoning  wiU  prove,  that  the  inclivisible 
moments  of  time  must  be  fill'd  with  some  real  object  or 
existence,  whose  succession  forms  the  duration,  and  makes 
it  be  conceivable  by  the  mind. 

Sect.  IV. —  Objections  answered. 

Our  system  concerning  space  and  time  consists  of  two 
parts,  which  are  intimately  connected  together.  The  first 
depends  on  this  chain  of  reasoning.  The  capacity  of  the 
mind  is  not  infinite ;  consequently  no  idea  of  extension  or 
duration  consists  of  an  infinite  number  of  parts  or  inferior 
ideas,  but  of  a  finite  number,  and  these  simple  and  indi- 
visible :  'Tis  therefore  possible  for  space  and  time  to  exist 

>  See  below,  pages  613  and  fL,  and  Intxod. :  paragraphs  246  and  270. — Ed. 
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FART     conformable  to  this  idea :  And  if  it  be  possible,  'tis  certain 
^^'       they  actually  do  exist  conformable  to  it ;  since  their  infinite 


Of  the        divisibility  is  utterly  impossible  and  contradictory. 

ideas  of  rpj^^  other  part  of  our  system  is  a  consequence  of  this. 

BD&ce  and     ^.^  *  •»  a. 

time.  ^  The  parts,  into  which  the  ideas  of  space  and  time  resolye 
themselves,  become  at  last  indivisible ;  and  these  indivisible 
parts,  being  nothing  in  themselves,  are  inconceivable  when 
not  fill'd  with  something  real  and  existent.  The  ideas  of 
space  and  time  are  therefore  no  separate  or  distinct  ideas, 
but  merely  those  of  the  manner  or  order,  in  which  objects 
.  /     exist  :^   Or,  in  other  words,  'tis  impossible  to  conceive  either  a 

<^^^ '  vacuum  4W  extension  without  matter,  or  a  time,  when  there 
was  no  succession  or  change  in  any  real  existence.  The 
intimate  connexion  betwixt  these  part^  of  our  system  is  the 
reason  why  we  shall  examine  together  the  objections,  which 
have  been  urg'd  against  both  of  them,  beginning  with  those 
against  the  finite  divisibility  of  extension. 

I.  The  first  of  these  objections,  which  I  shall  take  notice 
of,  is  more  proper  to  prove  this  connexion  and  dependance 
of  the  one  part  upon  the  other,  than  to  destroy  either  of 
them.  It  has  often  been  maintain'd  in  the  schools,  that 
extension  must  be  divisible,  in  infimtnm,  because  the  system 
of  mathematical  points  is  absurd ;  and  that  system  is  absurd, 
because  a  mathematical  point  is  a  non-entity,  and  conse- 
quently can  never  by  its  conjunction  with  others  form  a 
real  existence.  This  wou*d  be  perfectly  decisive,  were  there 
no  medium  betwixt  the  infinite  divisibility  of  matter,  and  the 
non-entity  of  mathematical  points.  But  there  is  evidently  a 
medium,  via.  the  bestowing  a  colour  or  solidity  on  these 
points ;  and  the  absurdity  of  both  the  extremes  is  a  demon- 
stration of  the  truth  and  reality  of  this  medium.  The  system 
of  physical  points,  which  is  another  medium,  is  too  absurd 
to  need  a  refutation.  A  real  extension,  such  as  a  physical 
point  is  suppos'd  to  be,  can  never  exist  without  parts,  dif- 
ferent from  each  other ;  and  wherever  objects  are  different, 
they  are  distinguishable  and  separable  by  the  imagination. 

II.  The  second  objection  is  derived  from  the  necessity  there 
wou'd  be  of  penetration,  if  extension  consisted  of  mathe- 
matical points.  A  simple  and  indivisible  atom,  that  touches 
another,  must  necessarily  penetrate  it;  for  'tis  impossible  it 
can  touch  it  by  its  external  parts,  from  the  very  supposition 

>  SeelvXvoAr.  paragraph  251. — Kd. 
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of  its  perfect  simplicity,  which  excludes  all  parts.     It  must      SECT. 
therefore  tonch  it  intimately,  and   in  its  whole  essence. 


secundum  se,  totay  &  totoMter;  which  is  the  very  definition  of  ObjectionB 
penetration.     But  penetration  is  impossible :  Mathematical  aJ^s^e^^d. 
points  are  of  consequence  equally  impossible. 

I  answer  this  objecbion  by  substituting  a  juster  idea  of 
penetration.  Suppose  two  bodies  containing  no  void  within 
their  circumference,  to  approach  each  other,  and  to  unite  in 
such  a  manner  that  the  body,  which  results  from  their  union, 
is  no  more  extended  than  either  of  them ;  'tis  this  we  must 
mean  when  we  talk  of  penetration.  But  'tis  evident  this 
penetration  is  nothing  but  the  annihilation  of  one  of  these 
bodies,  and  the  preservation  of  the  other,  without  our  being 
able  to  distinguish  particularly  which  is  preserv'd  and  which 
annihilated.  Before  the  approach  we  have  the  idea  of  two 
bodies.  After  it  we  have  the  idea  only  of  one.  'Tis  impos- 
sible for  the  mind  to  preserve  any  •  notion  of  diflference 
betwixt  two  bodies  of  the  same  nature  existing  in  the  same 
place  at  the  same  time. 

Taking  then  penetration  in  this  sense,  for  the  annihila- 
tion of  one  body  upon  its  approach  to  another,  I  ask 
any  one,  if  he  sees  a  necessity,  that  a  coloured  or  tangible 
point  shou'd  be  annihilated  upon  the  approach  of  another 
coloured  or  tangible  point?  On  the  contrary,  does  he  not 
evidently  perceive,  that  from  the  union  of  these  points  there 
results  an  object,  which  is  compounded  and  divisible,  and 
may  be  distinguished  into  two  parts,  of  which  each  preserves 
its  existence  distinct  and  separate,  notwithstanding  its  con- 
tiguity to  the  other?*  Let  him  aid  his  fancy  by  conceiving 
these  points  to  be  of  different  colours,  the  better  to  prevent 
their  coalition  and  concision.  A  blue  and  a  red  point  may 
8urely  lie  contigaons  without  any  penetration  or  annihila- 
tion.  For  if  they  cannot,  what  possibly  can  become  of  them  ? 
Whether  shall  the  red  or  the  blue  be  annihilated  ?  Or  if 
these  colours  unite  into  one,  what  new  colour  will  they  pro- 
duce by  their  union  ? 

What  chiefly  gives  rise  to  these  objections,  and  at  the 
same  time  renders  it  so  difficult  to  give  a  satisfactory  answer 
to  them,  is  the  natural  infirmity  and  unsteadiness  both  of  our 
imagination  and  senses,  when  employed  on  such  minute 
objects.  Put  a  spot  of  ink  upon  paper,  and  retire  to  such  a 
distance,  that  the  spot  becomes  altogether  invisible ;  you  will 


848  A  TREATISE  OF  HUMAN  NATURE.         Pabt  EL 

FART     find,  that  upon  your  return  and  nearer  approach  the  spot  first 
^'       becomes  visible  by  short  intervals ;  and  afterwards  becomes 


Of  the        always  visible;  and  afterwards  acquires  only  a  new  force  in 
ideas  of      j^g  colouring  without  augmenting  its  bulk;  and  afterwards, 
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time.  when  it  has  encreas'd  to  such  a  degree  as  to  be  really 

extended,  'tis  still  difficult  for  the  imagination  to  break  it 
into  its  component  pai*ts,  because  of  the  uneasiness  it  finds 
in  the  conception  of  such  a  minute  object  as  a  single  point. 
This  infirmity  affects  most  of  our  reasonings  on  the  present 
subject,  and  makes  it  almost  impossible  to  answer  in  an 
intelligible  manner,  and  in  proper  expressions,  many  ques- 
tions  wWch  may  arise  concerning  it. 

III.  There  have  been  many  objections  drawn  from  the 
mathematics  against  the  indivisibility  of  the  parts  of  exten- 
sion ;  tho'  at  first  sight  that  science  seems  rather  &vourable 
to  the  present  doctrine ;  and  if  it  be  contrary  in  its  demons 
strationsy  'tis  perfectly  conformable  in  its  definitions.  My 
present  business  then  must  be  to  defend  the  definitions,  and 
refute  the  demonstrations. 

A  surface  is  defined  to  be  length  and  breadth  without 
depth :  A  line  to  be  length  without  breadth  or  depth :  A  point 
to  be  what  has  neither  length,  breadth  nor  depth.  'Tis 
evident  that  all  this  is  perfectly  unintelligible  upon  any  other 
supposition  than  that  of  the  composition  of  extension  by  in- 
divisible points  or  atoms.  How  else  cou'd  anything  exist 
without  length,  without  breadth,  or  without  depth  P 

Two  different  answers,  I  find,  have  been  made  to  this  argu- 
ment ;  neither  of  which  is  in  my  opinion  satisfactory.  The 
first  is,  that  the  objects  of  geometry,  those  surfaces,  lines  and 
points,  whose  proportions  and  positions  it  examines,  are 
mere  ideas  in  the  mind ;  ^  and  not  only  never  did,  but  never 
can  exist  in  nature.  They  never  did  exist;  for  no  one  will 
pretend  to  draw  a  line  or  make  a  surfetce  entirely  conform- 
able to  the  definition :  They  never  can  exist ;  for  we  may 
produce  demonstrations  from  these  very  ideas  to  prove,  that 
they  are  impossible. 

But  can  anything  be  imagin'd  more  absurd  and  contradic* 
tory  than  this  reasoning?  Whatever  can  be  conceived  by  a 
clear  and  distinct  idea  necessarily  implies  the  possibiliiy  of 
existence ;  and  he  who  pretends  to  prove  the  impossibility 
of  its  existence  by  any  argument  derived  from  the  clear 

>  Of.  Lceke,  Book  it.  chap.  vi.  sec  6. — ^£d. 
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idea,  in  reality  asserts,  that  we  have  no  clear  idea  of  it,     SECT, 
because  we  have  a  clear  idea.     'Tis  in  vain  to  search  for  ^_^^/  _  ^ 
a   contradiction  in  anything  that  is    distinctly    conceiv'd  Objections 
by  the  mind.     Did  it  imply  any  contradiction,  *ti8  impossible  *^^®^^- 
it  cou'd  ever  be  conceiv'd. 

There  is  therefore  no  medium  betwixt  allowing  at  least 
the  possibility  of  indivisible  points,  and  denying  their  idea ; 
and  'tis  on  this  latter  principle,  that  the  second  answer  to  the 
foregoing  argument  is  founded.  It  has  been'  pretended, 
that  tho'  it  be  impossible  to  conceive  a  length  without 
any  breadth,  yet  by  an  abstraction  without  a  separation,  we 
can  consider  the  one  without  regarding  the  other;  in 
the  same  manner  as  we  may  think  of  the  length  of  the  way 
betwixt  two  towns,  and  overlook  its  breadth.  The  length  is 
inseparable  from  the  breadth  both  in  nature  and  in  our 
minds ;  but  this  excludes  not  a  partial  consideration,  and  a 
distinction  of  reasony  after  the  manner  above  explained.* 

In  refuting  this  answer  I  shall  not  insist  on  the  argument, 
which  I  have  already  sufficiently  explained,  that  if  it  be 
impossible  for  the  mind  to  arrive  at  a  minimum  in  its  ideas, 
its  capacity  must  be  infinite,  in  order  to  comprehend  the 
infinite  number  of  parts,  of  which  its  idea  of  any  extension 
wou'd  be  composed.  I  shall  here  endeavour  to  find  some 
new  absurdities  in  this  reasoning. 

A  surface  terminates  a  solid ;  a  line  terminates  a  surface ; 
a  point  terminates  a  line ;  but  I  assert,  that  if  the  ideas  of  a 
point,  line  or  sur&ce  were  not  indivisible,  'tis  impossible  we 
shou'd  ever  conceive  these  terminations  :  For  let  these  ideas 
be  suppos'd  infinitely  divisible;  and  then  let  the  fancy 
endeavour  to  fix  itself  on  the  idea  of  the  last  surface,  line  or 
point ;  it  immediately  finds  this  idea  to  break  into  parts ; 
and  upon  its  seizing  the  last  of  these  parts,  it  loses  its  hold 
by  a  new  division,  and  so  on  in  infinitum^  without  any  possi- 
bility of  its  arriving  at  a  concluding  idea.^  The  number  of 
fractions  bring  it  no  nearer  the  last  division,  than  the  first 
idea  it  form'd.  Every  particle  eludes  the  grasp  by  a  new 
fraction ;  like  quicksilver,  when  we  endeavour  to  seize  it. 
But  as  in  fact  there  must  be  something,  which  terminates 
the  idea  of  every  finite  quantity ;  and  as  this  terminating 

'  VArtdepeMer.  [i  Part.  chap.  iv. —  *  See  Introd. :  paragraph  272,  and 

Ed.]  Cf.    Aristotle,    Topics    141.    b.      20, 

*  Cf.  Locke,  Book  ii.  chap.  ziii.  sec  Metaph.  1028.  b.  15.— £d. 
13,  and  above,  page  832. — ^£d. 
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idea  cannot  itself  consist  of  parts  or  inferior  ideas  ;  other- 
wise it  wou'd  be  the  last  of  its  parts,  -which  finish'd  the  idea, 
and  so  on ;  this  is  a  clear  proof,  that  the  ideas  of  surfkces, 
lines  and  points  admit  not  of  any  division ;  those  of  sur- 
faces in  depth ;  of  lines  in  breadth  and  depth ;  and  of  points 
in  any  dimension. 

The  Bchoohnen  were  so  sensible  of  the  force  of  this  arma- 
ment, that  some  of  them  maintain'd,  that  nature  has  mix'd 
among  those  particles  of  matter,  which  are  divisible  in 
infinitv/niy  a  number  of  mathematical  points,  in  order  to 
give  a  termination  to  bodies ;  and  others  eluded  the  force  of 
this  reasoning  by  a  heap  of  unintelligible  cavils  and  distinc- 
tions. Both  these  adversaries  equally  yield  the  victory.  A 
man  who  hides  himself,  confesses  as  evidently  the  superiority 
of  his  enemy,  as  another,  who  fairly  delivers  his  arms. 

Thus  it  appears,  that  the  definitions  of  mathematics 
destroy  the  pretended  demonstrations ;  and  that  if  we  have 
the  idea  of  indivisible  points,  lines  and  surfaces  conformable 
to  the  definition,  their  existence  is  certainly  possible :  but  if 
we  have  no  such  idea,  'tis  impossible  we  can  ever  conceive 
the  termijiation  of  any  figure ;  without  which  conception 
there  can  be  no  geometrical  demonstration. 

But  I  go  farther,  and  maintain,  that  none  of  these  demon- 
strations can  have  sufficient  weight  to  establish  such  a 
principle,  as  this  of  infinite  divisibility ;  and  that  because 
with  regard  to  such  minute  objects,  they  ai*e  not  properly 
demonstrations,  being  built  on  ideas,  which  are  not  exacts 
and  maxims,  which  are  not  precisely  true.  When  geometry 
decides  anything  concerning  the  proportions  of  quantity,  we 
ought  not  to  look  for  the  utmost  predgion  and  exactness. 
None  of  its  proofs  extend  so  far.  It  takes  the  dimensions 
and  proportions  of  figures  justly ;  but  roughly,  and  with  some 
liberty.  Its  errors  are  never  considerable ;  nor  wou'd  it  err 
at  all,  did  it  not  aspire  to  such  an  absolute  perfection. 

I  first  ask  mathematicians,  what  they  mean  when  they 
say  one  line  or  surface  is  equal  to,  or  gbeatee  or  i£ss 
than  another  ?  Let  any  of  them  give  an  answer,  to  whatever 
sect  he  belongs,  and  whether  he  maintains  the  compo- 
sition of  extension  by  indivisible  points,  or  by  quantities 
divisible  in  infinitum.  This  question  will  embarrass  both 
of  them.^ 
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There  are  few  or  no  mathematicians^  who  defend  the  SECT. 
hypothesis  of  indivisible  points;  and  yet  these  have  the  .  ^^'  - 
readiest  and  justest  answer  to  the  present  question.  They  objections 
need  only  reply,  that  lines  or  surfaces  are  equal,  when  the  aMwer'd. 
numbers  of  points  in  each  are  equal;  and  that  as  the 
proportion  of  the  numbers  varies,  the  proportion  of  the  lines 
and  surfaces  is  also  vary'd.  But  tho'  this  answer  be  ^ti^^, 
as  well  as  obvious ;  yet  I  may  affirm,  that  this  standard 
of  equality  is  entirely  useless^  and  that  it  never  is  from  such 
a  comparison  we  determine  objects  to  be  equal  or  unequal 
with  respect  to  each  other.  For  as  the  points,  which  enter 
into  the  composition  of  any  line  or  surface,  whether  per* 
ceiv'd  by  the  dight  or  touch,  are  so  minute  and  so  con- 
founded with  each  other,  that  'tis  utterly  impossible  for  the 
mind  to  compute  their  number,  such  a  computation  will 
never  afford  us  a  standard  by  which  we  may  judge  of 
proportions.  No  one  will  ever  be  able  to  determine  by  an 
exact  numeration,  that  an  inch  has  fewer  points  than  a  foot, 
or  a  foot  fewer  than  an  ell  or  any  greater  measure ;  for 
which  reason  we  seldom  or  never  consider  this  as  the 
standard  of  equality  or  inequality. 

As  to  those,  who  imagine,  that  extension  is  divisible  in 
infinitum,  ^tis  impossible  they  can  make  use  of  this 
answer,  or  fix  the.  equality  of  any  line  or  surface  by  a 
numeration  of  its  component  parts.  For  since,  according 
to  their  hypothesis,  the  least  as  well  as  greatest  figures  con- 
tain an  infinite  number  of  parts ;  and  since  infinite  numbers, 
properly  speaking,  can  neither  be  equal  nor  unequal  with 
respect  to  each  other ;  the  equality  or  inequality  of  any  por- 
tions of  space  can  never  depend  on  any  proportion  in  the 
number  of  their  parts.  'Tis  true,  it  may  be  said,  that  the 
inequality  of  an  ell  and  a  yard  consists  in  the  different 
numbers  of  the  feet,  of  which  they  are  composed ;  and  that  of 
a  foot  and  a  yard  in  the  number  of  the  inches.  But  as 
that  quantity  we  call  an  inch  in  the  one  is  suppos'd  equal 
to  what  we  call  an  inch  in  the  other,  and  as  'tis  impossible 
for  the  mind  to  find  this  equality  by  proceeding  in  infinitum 
with  these  references  to  inferior  quantities ;  'tis  evident,  that 
afc  lafit  we  must  fix  some  standard  of  equality  different  from 
an  enumeration  of  the  parts. 

There  are  some*,  who  pretend,  that  equality  is  best  defined 

'  See  Di.  Barrows  mathematical  lectures.  [Lect.  ix.  in  Whevell's edition.— Ed.] 
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by  congndty^  and  that  any  two  figures  are  equal,  when  upon 
the  placing  of  one  npon  the  other,  all  their  parts  correspond 
to  and  touch  each  other.  In  order  to  judge  of  this  defini- 
tion let  us  consider,  that  since  equality  is  a  relation,  it  is 
not,  strictly  speaking,  a  property  in  the  figures  themselves, 
but  arises  merely  from  the  comparison,  which  the  mind 
makes  betwixt  them.^  If  it  consists,  therefore,  in  this  ima- 
ginary application  and  mutual  contact  of  parts,  we  most  at 
least  have  a  distinct  notion  of  these  parts,  and  must  con- 
ceive their  contact.  Now  'tis  plain,  that  in  this  conception 
we  wou'd  run  up  these  parts  to  the  greatest  minuteness, 
which  can  possibly  be  conceiv'd ;  since  the  contact  of  large 
parts  wou'd  never  render  the  figures  equal.  But  the  minutest 
parts  we  can  conceive  are  mathematical  points ;  and  con- 
sequently this  standard  of  equality  is  the  same  with  that 
deriv'd  from  the  equality  of  the  number  of  points ;  which  we 
have  already  determin'd  to  be  a  just  but  an  useless  standard. 
We  must  therefore  look  to  some  other  quarter  for  a  solution 
of  the  present  difl&culty. 

There  *  are  many  philosophers,  who  refuse  to  assign  any 
standard  of  equality^  but  assert,  that  'tis  sufficient  to  present 
two  objects,  that  are  equal,  in  order  to  give  us  a  just  notion  of 
this  proportion.  All  definitions,  say  they,  are  fruitless,  without 
the  perception  of  such  objects ;  and  where  we  perceive  such 
objects,  we  no  longer  stand  in  need  of  any  definition.  To 
this  reasoning,  I  entirely  agree ;  and  assert,  that  the  only 
useful  notion  of  equality,  or  inequality,  is  deriv'd  from  the 
whole  xmited  appearance  and  the  comparison  of  particular 
objects. 

'Tis  evident,  that  the  eye,  or  rather  the  mind  is  often  able 
at  one  view  to  determine  the  proportions  of  bodies,  and  pro- 
nounce them  equal  to,  or  greater  or  less  than  each  other, 
without  examining  or  comparing  the  number  of  their  minute 
pai'ts.  Such  judgments  are  not  only  common,  but  in  many 
cases  certain  and  infallible.  When  the  measure  of  a  yard 
and  that  of  a  foot  are  presented,  the  mind  can  no  more  ques- 
tion, that  the  first  is  longer  than  the  second,  than  it  can  doubt 
of  those  principles,  which  are  the  most  clear  and  self-evident. 

There  are  therefore  three  proportions,  which  the  mind 
distinguishes  in  the  general  appearance  of  its  objects,  and 
calls  by  the  names  of  greater,  less  and  equoL    But  tho'  its 

^  Cf.  pege  372. — £d.  '  This  pangiaph  was  added  in  the  Appendix 
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decisions  concerning  these  proportions  be  somtetimes  infal-     SECT, 
lible,  they  are  not  always  so ;  nor  are  our  judgments  of  this     _^'    ^ 
kind  more  exempt  from  doubt  and  error  than  those  on  any  objections 
other  subject.     We  frequently  correct  our  first  opinion  by  a  anawei'd. 
review  and  reflection;  and  pronounce  those  objects  to  be  equal, 
which  atfirstweesteem'd  unequal;  and  regard  an  object  as  less, 
tho'  before  it  appeared  greater  than  another.     Nor  is  this  the 
only  correction,  which  these  j  udgments  of  our  senses  undergo ; 
but  we  often  discover  our  enor  by  a  juxta-position  of  the 
objects ;  or  where  that  is  impracticable,  by  the  use  of  some 
common  and  invariable  measure,  which  being  successively 
apply'd  to  each,  informs  us  of  their  different  proportions. 
And  even  this  correction  is  susceptible  of  a  new  correction, 
and  of  different  degrees  of  exactness,  according  to  the  nature 
of  the  instrument,  by  which  we  measure  the  bodies,  and  the 
care  which  we  employ  in  the  comparison.' 

When  therefore  the  mind  is  accustom'd  to  these  judg- 
ments and  their  corrections,  and  finds  that  the  same  pro- 
portion which  makes  two  figures  have  in  the  eye  that  ap- 
pear^jice,  which  we  call  equality y  makes  them  also  correspond 
to  each  other,  and  to  any  common  measure,  with  which  they 
are  compared,  we  form  a  mix'd  notion  of  equality  derived 
both  from  the  looser  and  stricter  methods  of  comparison. 
But  we  are  not  content  with  this.  For  as  sound  reason  con- 
vinces us  that  there  are  bodies  vastly  more  minute  than 
those,  which  appear  to  the  senses ;  and  as  a  false  reason  wou'd 
perswade  us,  that  there  are  bodies  infinitely  more  minute ;  we 
clearly  perceive,  that  we  are  not  possessed  of  any  instrument 
or  art  of  measuring,  which  can  secure  us  from  all  error  and 
uncertainty.  We  are  sensible,  that  the  addition  or  removal 
of  one  of  these  minute  parts,  is  not  discernible  either  in  the 
appearance  or  measuring;  and  as  we  imagine,  that  two 
figures,  which  were  equal  before,  cannot  be  equal  after  this 
removal  or  addition,  we  therefore  suppose  some  imaginary 
standard  of  equality,  by  which  the  appearances  and  measuring 
are  exactly  corrected,  and  the  figures  reduc'd  entirely  to 
that  proportion.  This  standard  is  plainly  imaginary.  For  as 
the  very  idea  of  equality  is  that  of  such  a  particular  appear- 
ance corrected  by  juxta-position  or  a  common  measure,  the 
notion  of  any  correction  beyond  what  we  have  instruments 
and  art  to  make,  is  a  mere  fiction  of  the  mind,  and  useless 

*  Intpod.:  paragraphs  274  and  276.— Ed. 
YOL.  !•  A  A 
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FART  as  well  as  incomprehensible.  But  tho'  this  standard  be  only 
^^  .  imaginary,  the  fiction  however  is  very  natural ;  nor  is  any- 
Df  tho  thing  more  usual,  than  for  the  mind  to  proceed  after  this 
ideas  of  manner  with  any  action,  even  after  the  reason  has  ceas'd, 
tST  *"  which  first  determined  it  to  begin.  This  appears  very  con- 
spicuously ydth  regard  to  time ;  where  tho'  *tis  evident  we 
have  no  exact  method  of  determining  the  proportions  of 
parts,  not  even  so  exact  as  in  extension,  jet  the  various  cor- 
rections of  our  measures,  and  then*  different  degrees  of  exact- 
ness, have  given  us  an  obscure  and  implicit  notion  of  a  perfect 
and  entire  equality.  The  case  is  the  same  in  many  other 
subjects.  A  musician  finding  his  ear  becoming  every  day 
more  delicate,  and  correcting  himself  by  reflection  and  atten- 
tion, proceeds  with  the  same  act  of  the  mind,  even  when  the 
subject  fails  him,  and  entertains  a  notion  of  a  compleat  tierce 
or  octave,  without  being  able  to  tell  whence  he  derives  his 
standard.  A  painter  forms  the  same  fiction  with  regard  to 
colours.  A  mechanic  with  regard  to  motion.  To  the  one 
light  and  sihade  ;  to  the  other  swift  and  bIow  are  imag^'d  to 
be  capable  of  an  exact  comparison  and  equality  beyond  the 
judgments  of  the  senses. 

We  may  apply  the  same  reasoning  to  curve  and  bight 
lines.  Nothing  is  more  apparent  to  the  senses,  than  the 
distinction  betwixt  a  curve  and  a  right  line ;  nor  are  there 
any  ideas  we  more  easily  form  than  the  ideas  of  these  ob- 
jects. But  however  easily  we  may  form  these  ideas,  'tis 
impossible  to  produce  any  definition  of  them,  which  will  fix 
the  precise  boundaries  betwixt  them.  When  we  draw  lines 
upon  paper  or  any  continu'd  surface,  there  is  a  certain  order, 
by  which  the  lines  run  along  from  one  point  to  another,  that 
they  may  produce  the  entire  impression  of  a  curve  or  right  line; 
but  this  order  is  perfectly  unknown,  and  nothing  is  observed 
but  the  united  appearance.  Thus  even  upon  the  system  of 
indivisible  points,  we  can  only  form  a  distant  notion  of  some 
unknown  standard  to  these  objects.  Upon  that  of  infinite 
divisibility  we  cannot  go  even  this  length;  but  are  reduc'd 
meerly  to  the  general  appearance,  as  the  rule  by  which  we 
determine  lines  to  be  eitiier  curve  or  right  ones.  But  the' 
we  can  give  no  perfect  definition  of  these  lines,  nor  produce 
any  very  exact  method  of  distinguishing  the  one  from  the 
other  5  yet  this  hinders  us  not  from  correcting  the  first  ap- 
pearance by  a  more  accurate  consideration,  and  by  a  com- 
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parison  with  some  rule^  of  whofle  recidtnde  from  repeated     SECT, 
trials  we  have  a  greater  assurance.      And  *tis  fr^m  these     ^'    - 
corrections,  and  by  carrying  on  the  same  action  of  the  mind,  objections 
even  when  its  reason  fails  us,  that  we  form  the  loose  idea  of  ftuswei^d. 
a  perfect  standard  to  these  figures,  without  being  able  to 
explain  or  comprehend  it. 

'Tis  true,  mathematicians  pretend  they  give  an  exact  defi- 
nition of  a  right  line,  when  they  say,  it  ia  the  ahorteat  way 
betwiact  two  points.  But  in  the  first  place  I  observe,  that 
this  is  more  properly  the  discovery  of  one  of  the  properties 
of  a  right  line,  than  a  just  definition  of  it.  For  I  ask  any 
one,  if  upon  mention  of  a  right  line  he  thinks  not  immedi- 
ately on  such  a  particular  appearance,  and  if  'tis  not  by 
accident  only  that  he  considers  this  property  ?  A  right  line 
can  be  comprehended  alone ;  but  this  definition  is  unintelli-^ 
gible  without  a  comparison  with  other  lines,  which  we  con« 
ceive  to  be  more  extended.  In  common  life  'tis  established 
as  a  maxim,  that  the  straightest  way  is  always  the  shortest; 
which  wou'd  be  as  absurd  as  to  say,  the  shortest  way  is 
alvrays  the  shortest,  if  our  idea  of  a  right  line  was  not 
different  from  that  of  the  shortest  way  betwixt  two  points. 

Secondly,  I  repeat  what  I  have  already  establish'd,  that 
we  have  no  precise  idea  of  equality  and  inequality,  shorter 
and  longer,  more  than  of  a  right  line  or  a  curve ;  and  con- 
sequently that  the  one  can  never  affbrd  us  a  perfect  standard 
for  the  other.  An  exact  idea  can  never  be  built  on  such 
as  are  loose  and  undeterminate. 

The  idea  of  a  plain  swrface  is  as  little  susceptible  of  a  pre- 
cise standard  as  that  of  a  right  line ;  nor  have  we  any  other 
means  of  distinguishing  such  a  surface,  than  its  general  ap- 
pearance. 'Tis  in  vain,  that  mathematicians  represent  a 
plain  surface  as  produced  by  the  flowing  of  a  right  line. 
'Twill  immediately  be  objected,  that  our  idea  of  a  surface  is 
as  independent  of  this  method  of  forming  a  surface,  as  our 
idea  of  an  ellipse  is  of  that  of  a  cone ;  that  the  idea  of  a 
right  line  is  no  more  precise  than  that  of  a  plain  surface ; 
that  a  right  line  may  flow  irregularly,  and  by  that  means 
form  a  figure  quite  different  from  a  plane ;  and  that  there- 
fore we  must  suppose  it  to  flow  along  two  right  lines, 
parallel  to  each  other,  and  on  the  same  plane ;  which  is  a 
description,  that  explains  a  thing  by  itself,  and  returns  in 
a  circle. 

▲  ▲  2 
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FART  It  appears^  then,  that  the  ideas  which  are  most  essential 
^^'  to  geometry,  viz.  those  of  equality  and  inequality,  of  a  right 
Of  the  ^^^®  ^^^  ^  plain  surface,  are  far  from  being  exact  and  deter- 
ideas  of  miuate,  according  to  our  common  method  of  conceiving  them, 
ppce  and  jj^^  ^^^j  we  are  incapable  of  telling,  if  the  case  be  in  any 
degree  doubtful,  when  such  particular  figures  are  equal; 
when  such  a  line  is  a  right  one,  and  such  a  surface  a  plain 
one ;  but  we  can  form  no  idea  of  that  proportion,  or  of  these 
figures,  which  is  firm  and  invariable.  Our  appeal  is  still  to 
the  weak  and  fallible  judgment,  which  we  make  from  the 
appearance  of  the  objects,  and  correct  by  a  compass  or  com- 
mon measure ;  and  if  we  join  the  supposition  of  any  farther 
correction,  His  of  such-a-one  as  is  either  useless  or  imaginary. 
In  vain  shou'd  we  have  recourse  to  the  common  topic,  and 
employ  the  supposition  of  a  deity,  whose  omnipotence  may 
enable  him  to  form  a  perfect  geometrical  figure,  and  describe 
a  right  line  without  any  curve  or  inflexion.  As  the  ultimate 
standard  of  these  figures  is  derived  from  nothing  but  the 
senses  and  imagination,  'tis  absurd  to  talk  of  any  perfection 
beyond  what  these  faculties  can  judge  of;  since  the  true 
perfection  of  any  thing  consists  in  its  conformity  to  its 
standard. 

Now  since  these  ideas  are  so  loose  and  uncertain,  I  wou'd 
fain  ask  any  mathematician  what  infallible  assurance  he  ha-s, 
not  only  of  the  more  intricate  and  obscure  propositions  of 
his  science,  but  of  the  most  vulgar  and  obvious  principles  ? 
How  can  he  prove  to  me,  for  instance,  that  two  right  lines 
cannot  have  one  common  segment?  Or  that  'tis  impossible 
to  draw  more  than  one  right  line  betwixt  any  two  points  ? 
Shou'd  he  tell  me,  that  these  opinions  are  obviously  absurd, 
and  repugnant  to  our  clear  ideas;  I  would  answer,  that  I  do 
not  deny,  where  two  right  lines  incline  upon  each  other  with 
a  sensible  angle,  but  'tis  absurd  to  imagine  them  to  have  a 
common  segment.  But  supposing  these  two  lines  to  ap- 
proach at  the  rate  of  an  inch  in  twenty  leagues,  I  perceive 
no  absurdity  in  asserting,  that  upon  their  contact  they  be- 
come one.  For,  I  beseech  you,  by  what  rule  or  standard  do 
you  judge,  when  you  assert,  that  the  line,  in  which  I  hare 
suppos'd  them  to  concur,  cannot  make  the  same  right  line 
with  those  two,  that  form  so  small  an  angle  betwixt  them? 
You  must  surely  have  some  idea  of  a  right  line,  to  which 
this  line  does  not  agree.    Do  you  therefore  meau  that  it 
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takes  not  the  points  in  the  same  order  and  by  the  same  rule,      sect. 
as  is  peculiar  and  essential  to  a  right  line  ?  K  so,  I  must  .    ^^' 
inform  you,  that  besides  that  in  judging  after  this  manner  objections 
you  allow,  that  extension  is  composed  of  indivisible  points  answer'd. 
(which,  perhaps,  is  more  than  you  intend)  besides  this,  I  say, 
I  must  inform  you,  that  neither  is  this  the  standard  &om 
which  we  form  the  idea  oi  a  right  line ;  nor,  if  it  were,  is 
there  any  such  firmness  in  our  senses  or  imagination,  as  to 
determine  when  such  an  order  is  violated  or  preserv'd.     The 
original  Btandard  of  a  right  line  is  in  reality  nothing  but  a 
certain  general  appearance ;  and  'tis  evident  right  lines  may 
be  made  to  concur  with  each  other,  and  yet  correspond  to 
this  standard,  tho'  corrected  by  all  the  means  either  prac- 
ticable or  imaginable. 

'To  whatever  side  mathematicians  turn,  this  dilemma  still 
meets  them.  If  they  judge  of  equality,  or  any  other  propor- 
tion, by  the  accurate  and  exact  standard,  viz,  the  enumera- 
tion of  the  minute  indivisible  parts,  they  both  employ  a  stan- 
dard, which  is  useless  in  practice,  and  actually  establish  the 
indivisibility  of  extension,  which  they  endeavour  to  explode. 
Or  if  they  employ,  as  is  usual,  the  inaccurate  standard,  de- 
rived from  a  comparison  of  object-s,  upon  their  general  ap- 
pearance, corrected  by  measuring  and  juxta-position ;  their 
first  principles,  tho'  certain  and  infallible,  are  too  coarse  to 
afford  any  such  subtile  inferences  as  they  commonly  draw  from 
them.  The  first  principles  are  founded  on  the  imagination 
and  senses :  The  conclusion,  therefore,  can  never  go  beyond, 
much  less  contradict  these  faculties.^ 

This  may  open  our  eyes  a  little,  and  let  us  see,  that  no 
geometrical  demonstration  for  the  infinite  divisibility  of 
extension  can  have  so  much  force  as  what  we  naturally 
attribute  to  every  argument,  which  is  supported  by  such 
magnificent  pretensions.  At  the  same  time  we  may  learn 
the  reason,  why  geometry  fails  of  evidence  in  this  single  point, 
while  all  its  other  reasonings  command  our  fullest  assent 
and  approbation.  And  indeed  it  seems  more  requisite  to 
give  the  reason  of  this  exception,  than  to  shew,  that  we  really 
must  make  such  an  exception,  and  regard  all  the  mathe- 
matical arguments  for  infinite  divisibility  as  utterly  sophis- 
tical.    For  His  evident,  that  as  no  idea  of  quantity  is  in- 

*  [The  following  ^ragraph  was  added  "  [Cf.  page  373,  and  Introd.  §  275.] 

in  the  Appendiz.~-£d.] 
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PART     finitely  divisible,  there  cannot  be  imagined  a  more  glaring 

^    ,  absurditj,  than  to  endeavour  to  prove,  that  quantity  itself 

Of  ^^        admits  of  such  a  division ;  and  to  prove  this  by  means  of 

ideas  of      ideas,  which  are  directly  opposite  in  that  particular.     And 

tSe!"      ^  *^  absurdity  is  very  glaring  in  itself,  so  there  is  no 

argument  founded  on  it,  which  is  not  attended  with  a  new 

absurdity,  and  involves  not  an  evident  contradiction. 

I  might  give  as  instances  those  arguments  for  infinite 
divisibility,  which  are  derived  from  the  point  of  contact.  I 
know  there  is  no  mathematician,  who  will  not  refuse  to  be 
judg'd  by  the  diagrams  he  describes  upon  paper,  these  being 
loose  draughts,  as  he  will  tell  us,  and  serving  only  to  convey 
with  greater  facility  certain  ideas,  which  are  the  true  foun- 
dation of  all  our  reasoning.  This  I  am  satisfy'd  with,  and 
am  willing  to  rest  the  controversy  merely  upon  these  ideas. 
I  desire  therefore  our  mathematician  to  form,  as  accurately 
as  possible,  the  ideas  of  a  circle  and  a  right  line ;  and  I  then 
ask,  if  upon  the  conception  of  their  contact  he  can  conceive 
them  as  touching  in  a  mathematical  point,  or  if  he  must 
necessarily  imagine  them  to  concur  for  some  space.  Which- 
ever side  he  chuses,  he  runs  himself  into  equal  difBculties. 
If  he  affirms,  that  in  tracing  these  figures  in  his  imagination, 
he  can  imagine  them  to  touch  only  in  a  point,  he  allows  the 
possibility  of  that  idea,  and  consequently  of  the  thing.  If 
he  says,  that  in  his  conception  of  the  contact  of  those  Unes 
he  must  make  them  concur,  he  thereby  acknowledges  the 
feillacy  of  geometrical  demonstrations,  when  carry'd  beyond 
a  certain  degree  of  minuteness ;  since  'tis  certain  he  has  such 
demonstrations  against  the  concurrence  of  a  circle  and  a 
right  line ;  that  is,  in  other  words,  he  can  prove  an  idea,  viz, 
that  of  concurrence,  to  be  incompatible  with  two  other  ideas, 
viz.  those  of  a  circle  and  right  line ;  tho'  at  the  same  time 
he  acknowledges  these  ideas  to  be  inseparable. 

Sect.  Y. — The  eame  mibject  continued. 

If  the  second  part  of  my  system  be  true,  that  the  idea  of 
9pace  or  extension  is  nothing  but  the  idea  of  visible  or  tangible 
points  distributed  in  a  certain  order  ;  it  follows,  that  we  can 
form  no  idea  of  a  vacuum,  or  space,  where  there  is  nothing 
visible  or  tangible.^     This  gives  rise  to  three  objections, 

>  [See  Introd.  §  278.— Ed.] 
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Tv^hich  I  shall  examine  together,  because  the  answer  I  shall     sect. 
give  to  one  is  a  consequence  of  that  which  I  shall  make  use        ^' 

of  for  the  others.  The  8am<) 

First,  It  may  be  said,  that  men  have  disputed  for  many  subject 
ages  concerning  a  yacuum  and  a  plenum,  without  being  able  ^"^'i"^^ 
to  bring  the  affair  to  a  final  decision;  and  philosophers, 
even  at  this  day,  think  themselves  at  liberty  to  take  part 
on  either  side,  as  their  fancy  leads  them.  But  whatever 
foundation  there  may  be  for  a  controversy  concerning 
the  things  themselves,  it  may  be  pretended,  that  the  very 
dispute  is  decisive  concerning  the  idea,  and  that  'tis 
impossible  men  cou'd  so  long  reason  about  a  vacuum,  and 
either  refute  or  defend  it,  without  having  a  notion  of  what 
they  refuted  or  defended. 

Secondly,  If  this  argument  shou'd  be  contested,  the 
reality  or  at  least  the  possibility  of  the  idea  of  a  vacuum 
may  be  proved  by  the  following  reasoning.  Every  idea  is 
possible,  which  is  a  necessary  and  infallible  consequence  of 
such  as  are  possible.  Now  ^o'  we  allow  the  world  to  be 
at  present  a  plenum,  we  may  easily  conceive  it  to  be  depriv'd 
of  motion ;  and  this  idea  will  certainly  be  allow'd  possible. 
It  must  also  be  allow'd  possible,  to  conceive  the  annihilation 
of  any  part  of  matter  by  the  omnipotence  of  the  deity,  while 
the  other  parts  remain  at  rest.  For  as  every  idea,  that  is  dis- 
tinguishable, is  separable  by  the  imagination ;  and  as  every 
idea,  that  is  separable  by  the  imagination,  may  be  conceiv'd 
to  be  separately  existent ;  'tis  evident,  that  the  existence  of 
one  particle  of  matter,  no  more  implies  the  existence  of 
another,  than  a  square  figure  in  one  body  implies  a  square 
figure  in  every  one.  This  being  granted,  I  now  demand 
what  results  from  the  concurrence  of  these  two  possible 
ideas  of  rest  and  annihilation^  and  what  must  we  conceive  to 
follow  upon  the  annihilation  of  all  the  air  and  subtile  matter 
in  the  chamber,  supposing  the  walls  to  remain  the  same, 
without  any  motion  or  alteration  ?  There  are  some  meta- 
physicians, who  answer,  that  since  matter  and  extension  are 
the  same,  the  annihilation  of  one  necessarily  implies  that  of 
the  other;  and  there  being  now  no  distance  betwixt  the 
walls  of  the  chamber,  they  touch  each  other ;  in  the  same 
manner  as  my  hand  touches  the  paper,  which  is  immediately 
before  me.  But  tho'  this  answer  be  very  common,  I  defy 
these  metaphysicians  to  conceive  the  matter  according  to 
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FART     their  hypothesis,  or  imagine  the  floor  and  roof,  with  all  the 

11;^ ^  opposite  sides  of  the  chamber,  to  touch  each  other,  while 

they  continue  in  rest,  and  preserve  the  same  position.   For 

ideas  of      how  can  the  two  walls,  that  run  from  south  to  north,  touch. 

space  and  ga,ch  other,  while  they  touch  the  opposite  ends  of  two  walls, 
that  run  from  east  to  west  P  And  how  can  the  floor  and 
roof  ever  meet,  while  they  are  separated  by  the  four  walls, 
that  lie  in  a  contrary  position?  If  you  change  their  position, 
you  suppose  a  motion.  If  you  conceive  any  thing  betwixt 
them,  you  suppose  a  new  creation.  But  keeping  strictly  to 
the  two  ideas  of  rest  and  (mnihilation^  Wb  evident,  that  the 
idea,  which  results  from  them,  is  not  that  of  a  contact  of 
parts,  but  something  else ;  which  is  concluded  to  be  the  idea 
of  a  vacuum. 

The  third  objection  carries  the  matter  still  farther,  and 
not  only  asserts,  that  the  idea  of  a  vacuum  is  real  and  pos- 
sible, but  also  necessary  and  unavoidable.  This  assertion  is 
founded  on  the  motion  we  observe  in  bodies,  which,  'tis 
maintain'd,  wou'd  be  impossible  and  inconceivable  without  a 
vacuum,  into  which  one  body  must  move  in  order  to  make 
way  for  another.  I  shall  not  enlarge  upon  this  objection, 
because  it  principally  belongs  to  natural  philosophy,  which 
lies  without  our  present  sphere. 

In  order  to  answer  these  objections,  we  must  take  the 
matter  pretty  deep,  and  consider  the  nature  and  origin  of 
several  ideas,  lest  we  dispute  without  understanding  perfectly 
the  subject  of  the  controversy.  *Tis  evident  the  idea  of 
darkness  is  no  positive  idea,  but  merely  the  negation  of 
light,  or  more  properly  speaking,  of  colour'd  and  visible 
objects.  A  man,  who  enjoys  his  sight,  receives  no  other  per- 
ception from  turning  his  eyes  on  every  side,  when  entirely 
depriv'd  of  light,  than  what  is  common  to  him  with  one  born 
blind ;  and  'tis  certain  such-a-one  has  no  idea  either  of  light 
or  darkness.  The  consequence  of  this  is,  that  'tis  not  froxa 
the  mere  removal  of  visible  objects  we  receive  the  impression 
of  extension  without  matter;  and  that  the  idea  of  utter  dark- 
ness can  never  be  the  same  with  that  of  vacuum. 

Suppose  again  a  man  to  be  supported  in  the  air,  and  to 
be  softly  convey'd  along  by  some  invisible  power ;  'tis  evident 
he  is  sensible  of  nothing,  and  never  receives  the  idea  of 
extension,  nor  indeed  any  idea,  from  this  invariable  motion. 
Even  supposing  he  moves  his  limbs  to  and  fro,  this  cannot 
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convey  to  him  that  idea.     He  feels  in  that  case  a  certain     SECT, 
sensation  or  impression,  the  parts  of  which  are  successive  to  ^     y*  ^ 
each  other,  and  may  give  him  the  idea  of  time  :  But  certainly  The  same 
are  not  disposed  in  such  a  manner,  as  is  necessary  to  convey  subject 
the  idea  of  space  or  extension.  *°^  ' 

Since  then  it  appears,  that  darkness  and  motion,  with  the 
utter  removal  of  eveiy  thing  visible  and  tangible,  can  never 
give  us  the  idea  of  extension  without  matter,  or  of  a  vacuum; 
the  next  question  is,  whether  they  can  convey  this  idea,  when 
mix'd  with  something  visible  and  tangible  ? 

'Tis  commonly  allow'd  by  philosophers,  that  all  bodies, 
vrhich  discover  themselves  to  the  eye,  appear  as  if  painted  on 
a  plain  surface,  and  that  their  different  degrees  of  remoteness 
from  ourselves  are  discovered  more  by  reason  than  by  the 
senses.  When  I  hold  up  my  hand  before  me,  and  spread 
iny  fingers,  they  are  separated  as  perfectly  by  the  blue  colour 
of  the  firmament,  as  they  cou*d  be  by  any  visible  object,  which 
I  cou'd  place  betwixt  them.  In  order,  therefore,  to  know 
whether  the  sight  can  convey  the  impression  and  idea  of  a 
vacuum,  we  must  suppose,  that  amidst  an  entire  darkness, 
there  are  luminous  bodies  presented  to  us,  whose  light  dis- 
covers only  these  bodies  themselves,  without  giving  us  any 
impression  of  the  surrounding  objects. 

We  must  form  a  parallel  supposition  concerning  the  ob- 
jects of  our  feeling.  Tis  not  proper  to  suppose  a  perfect 
removal  of  all  tangible  objects :  we  must  allow  something  to 
be  perceiv'dby  the  feeling;  and  after  an  interval  and  motion 
of  the  hand  or  other  organ  of  sensation,  another  object  of  the 
touch  to  be  met  with ;  and  upon  leaving  that,  another ;  and 
so  on,  as  often  as  we  please.  The  question  is,  whether  these 
intervals  do  not  afPord  us  the  idea  of  extension  without  body? 

To  begin  with  the  first  case ;  His  evident,  that  when  only 
two  luminous  bodies  appear  to  the  eye,  we  can  perceive, 
whether  they  be  conjoined  or  separate;  whether  they  be 
separated  by  a  great  or  small  distance ;  and  if  this  distance 
varies,  we  can  perceive  its  increase  or  diminution,  with  the 
motion  of  the  bodies.  But  as  the  distance  is  not  in  this 
case  any  thing  colour'd  or  visible,  it  may  be  thought  that 
there  is  here  a  vacuum  or  pure  extension,  not  only  intelligible 
to  the  mind,  but  obvious  to  the  very  senses. 

This  is  our  natural  and  most  familiar  way  of  thinking ;  but 
which  we  shall  learn  to  correct  by  a  little  reflection.    We 
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PART     may  observe,  that  when  two  bodies  present  themselves,  where 
^  ^^'    ^  there  was  formerly  an  entire  darkness,  the  only  change,  that 
Of  the        is  discoverable,  is  in  the  appearance  of  these  two  objects,  and 
ideas  of      that  all  the  rest  continues  to  be  as  before,  a  perfect  negation 
time!  *°      ^^  ligl^t>  fl'iid  of  every  coloured  or  visible  object.     This  is  not 
only  true  of  what  may  be  said  to  be  remote  from   these 
bodies,  but  also  of  the  very  distance ;  which  is  interpos'd 
betwixt  them ;  tfiat  being  nothing  but  darkness,  or  the  nega- 
tion of  light ;  without  parts,  without  composition,  invariable 
and  indivisible.     Now  since  this  distance  causes  no  percep- 
tion different  from  what  a  blind  man  receives  from  his  eyes, 
or  what  is  conveyed  to  us  in  the  darkest  night,  it  must  par- 
take of  the  same  properties :  And  as  blindness  and  darkness 
afford  us  no  ideas  of  extension,  'tis  impossible  that  the  dark 
and  undistinguishable  distance  betwixt  two  bodies  can  ever 
produce  that  idea.' 

The  sole  difference  betwixt  an  absolute  darkness  and  the 
appearance  of  two  or  more  visible  luminous  objects  consists, 
as  I  said,  in  the  objects  themselves,  and  in  the  manner  they 
affect  our  senses.  The  angles,  which  the  rays  of  light  flowing 
from  them,  form  with  each  other;  the  motion  that  is  re- 
quired in  the  eye,  in  its  passage  from  one  to  the  other ;  and 
the  different  parts  of  the  organs,  which  are  affected  by  them ; 
these  produce  the  only  perceptions,  from  which  we  can  judge 
of  the  distance.^  But  as  these  perceptions  are  each  of  them 
simple  and  indivisible,  they  can  never  give  us  the  idea  of 
extension. 

We  may  illustrate  this  by  considering  the  sense  of 
feeling,  and  the  imaginary  distance  or  interval  interpos'd 
betwixt  tangible  or  solid  objects.  I  suppose  two  cases,  viz. 
that  of  a  man  supported  in  the  air,  and  moving  his  limbs  to 
and  fro,  without  meeting  any  thing  tangible ;  and  that  of  a 
man,  who  feeling  something  tangible,  leaves  it,  and  after  a 
motion,  of  which  he  is  sensible,  perceives  another  tangible 
object ;  and  I  then  ask,  wherein  consists  the  difference 
betwixt  these  two  cases  ?  No  one  will  make  any  scruple  to 
affirm,  that  it  consists  meerly  in  the  perceiving  those  objects, 
and  that  the  sensation,  which  arises  from  the  motion,  is  in 
both  eases  the  same :  And  as  that  sensation  is  not  capable 

»  [See  Introd.  §§  279  and  2S0.— Ed.]      finom    a   follower    of    Berkeley.    See 
*  [In  the  Appendix  this  statement      l&st  page. — Ed.] 
is   corrected,  as  might    be    expected 
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of  conveying  to  ns  an  idea  of  extension,  when  unaccompany'd     SECT, 
with  some  other  perception,  it  can  no  more  give  ns  that  idea>  ^    ^' 
when  mix'd  with  the  impressions  of  tangible  objects ;  since  The  same 
that  mistnre  produces  no  alteration  npon  it.  subject^ 

But  tho*  motion  and  darkness,  either  alone,  or  attended  ^^ 
with  tangible  and  visible  objects,  convey  no  idea  of  a  vacuum 
or  extension  without  matter,  yet  they  are  the  causes  why 
we  falsly  imagine  we  can  form  such  an  idea.  For  there  is 
a  close  relation^  betwixt  that  motion  and  darkness,  and  a  real 
extension,  or  composition  of  visible  and  tangible  object«. 

First,  We  may  observe,  that  two  visible  objects  appearing 
in  the  midst  of  utter  darkness,  affect  the  senses  in  the  same 
manner,  and  form  the  same  angle  by  the  rays,  which  flow 
from  them,  and  meet  in  the  eye,  as  if  the  distance  betwixt 
them  were  fiU'd  with  visible  objects,  that  give  us  a  true  idea 
of  extension.  The  sensation  of  motion  is  likewise  the  same, 
when  there  is  nothing  tangible  interposed  betwixt  two  bodies, 
as  when  we  feel  a  compounded  body,  whose  different  parts 
are  plac'd  beyond  each  other. 

Secondly,  We  find  by  experience,  that  two  bodies,  which 
are  so  plac'd  as  to  affect  the  senses  in  the  same  manner  with 
two  others,  that  have  a  certain  extent  of  visible  objects  inter- 
posed betwixt  them,  are  capable  of  receiving  the  same  extent, 
without  any  sensible  impulse  or  penetration,  and  without 
any  change  on  that  angle,  under  which  they  appear  to  the 
senses.  In  like  manner,  where  there  is  one  object,  which 
we  cannot  feel  after  another  without  an  interval,  and  the 
perceiving  of  that  sensation  we  call  motion  in  our  hand  or 
organ  of  sensation ;  experience  shews  us,  that  'tis  possible  the 
same  object  may  be  felt  with  the  same  sensation  of  motion, 
along  with  the  interpos'd  impression  of  solid  and  tangible 
objects,  attending  the  sensation.  That  is,  in  other  words,  an 
invisible  and  intangible  distance  may  be  converted  into  a 
visible  and  tangible  one,  without  any  change  on  the  distant 
objects. 

Thirdly,  We  may  observe,  as  another  relation  betwixt 
these  two  kinds  of  distance,  that  tbey  have  nearly  the  same 
effects  on  every  natural  phsenomenon.  For  as  all  qualities, 
such  as  heat,  cold,  light,  attraction,  &c.  diminish  in  pro- 
portion to  the  distance;  there  is  but  little  difference  observed, 

'  [Sc.  *  Natural  Relation '  in  Hume's  Benne ;  see  above,  page  322.—  Ed.] 
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PART     -whether  this  distance  be  mark'd  out  by  compounded  and 
_  ^^'    -   sensible  objects,  or  be  known  only  by  the  manner,  in  which 
Of  the        the  distant  objects  affect  the  senses. 

ideas  of  Here  then  are  three  relations  betwixt  that  distance,  which 

^e,  ^  conveys  the  idea  of  extension,  and  that  other,  which  is  not 
fiU'd  with  any  colour'd  or  solid  object.  The  distant  objects 
affect  the  senses  in  the  same  manner,  whether  separated  bj 
the  one  distance  or  the  other ;  the  second  species  of  distance 
is  found  capable  of  receiving  the  first ;  and  they  both  equally 
diminish  the  force  of  every  quality.* 

These  relations  betwixt  the  two  kinds  of  distance  will 
afford  us  an  easy  reason,  why  the  one  has  so  often  been 
taken  for  the  other,  and  why  we  imagine  we  have  an  idea  of 
extension  without  the  idea  of  any  object  either  of  the  sight 
or  feeliug.  For  we  may  establish  it  as  a  general  maxim  in 
this  science  of  human  nature,  that  wherever  there  is  a  close 
relation  betwixt  two  ideas,  the  mind  is  very  apt  to  mistake 
them,  and  in  all  its  discourses  and  reasonings  to  use  the  one 
for  the  other.  This  phsenomenon  occurs  on  so  many  occa- 
sions, and  is  of  such  consequence,  that  I  cannot  forbear 
stopping  a  moment  to  examine  its  causes.  I  shall  only  pre- 
mise, that  we  must  distinguish  exactly  betwixt  the  phse- 
nomenon  itself,  and  the  causes,  which  I  shall  assign  for  it ; 
and  must  not  imagine  from  any  uncertainty  in  the  latter, 
that  the  former  is  also  uncertain.  The  phcenomenon  may  be 
real,  tho'  my  explication  be  chimerical.  The  falshood  of  the 
one  is  no  consequence  of  that  of  the  other ;  tho*  at  the 
same  time  we  may  observe,  that  'tis  very  natural  for  ns  to 
draw  such  a  consequence ;  which  is  an  evident  instance  of 
that  very  principle,  which  I  endeavour  to  explain. 

When  I  received  the  relations  of  reseTriblaiicey  contiguity 
and  caiisationy  as  principles  of  union  among  ideas,  without 
examining  into  their  causes,  'twas  more  in  prosecution  of  my 
first  maxim,  that  we  must  in  the  end  rest  contented  with 
experience,  than  for  want  of  something  specious  and  plausible, 
which  I  might  have  displayed  on  that  subject.  'Twou'd  have 
been  easy  to  have  made  an  imaginary  dissection  of  the  brain, 
and  have  shewn,  why  upon  our  conception  of  any  idea,  the 
animal  spirits  run  into  all  the  contiguous  traces,  and  rouze 
up  the  other  ideas,  that  are  related  to  it.     But  tho'  I  have 

>  [See  Introd.  §  280.— Ed.] 
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neglected  any  advantage,  which  I  might  have  drawn  from      SECT, 
this  topic  in  explaining  the  relations  of  ideas,  I  am  afraid  I        ^' 


must  here  have  recourse  to  it,  in  order  to  account  for  the  The  same 
mistakes  that  arise  from  these  relations.  I  shall  therefore  subject 
observe,  that  as  the  mind  is  endowed  with  a  power  of  ex- 
citing any  idea  it  pleases ;  whenever  it  dispatches  the  spirits 
into  that  region  of  the  brain,  in  which  the  idea  is  plac'd ; 
these  spirits  always  excite  the  idea,  when  they  run  precisely 
into  the  proper  traces,  and  rummage  that  cell,  which  belongs 
to  the  idea.  But  as  their  motion  is  seldom  direct,  and  na- 
turally turns  a  little  to  the  one  side  or  the  other;  for  this  reason 
the  animal  spirits,  falling  into  the  contiguous  traces,  pre- 
sent other  related  ideas  in  lieu  of  that,  which  the  mind  desir'd 
at  first  to  survey.  This  change  we  are  not  always  sensible 
of;  but  continuing  still  the  same  train  of  thought,  make  use 
of  the  related  idea,  which  is  presented  to  us,  and  employ  it 
in  our  reasoning,  as  if  it  were  the  same  with  what  we  de- 
manded. This  is  the  cause  of  many  mistakes  and  sophisms 
in  philosophy ;  as  will  naturally  be  imagin'd,  and  as  it  wou'd 
be  easy  to  show,  if  there  was  occasion. 

Of  the  three  relations  above-mention'd  that  of  resem- 
blance is  the  most  fertile  source  of  error ;  and  indeed  there 
are  few  mistakes  in  reasoning,  which  do  not  borrow  largely 
from  that  origin.  Besembliug  ideas  are  not  only  related 
together,  but  the  actions  of  the  mind,  which  we  employ  in 
considering  them,  are  so  little  different,  that  we  are  not  able 
to  distinguish  them.  This  last  circumstance  is  of  great  con- 
sequence ;  and  we  may  in  general  observe,  that  wherever  the 
actions  of  the  mind  in  forming  any  two  ideas  are  the  same 
or  resembling,  we  are  very  apt  to  confound  these  ideas,  and 
take  the  one  for  the  other.  Of  this  we  shall  see  many  in- 
stances in  the  progress  of  this  treatise.  But  tho'  resem- 
blance be  the  relation,  which  most  readily  produces  a  mistake 
in  ideas,  yet  the  others  .of  causation  and  contiguity  may  also 
concur  in  the  same  influence.  We  might  produce  the  figures 
of  poets  and  orators,  as  sufficient  proofs  of  this,  were  it  as 
usual,  as  it  is  reasonable,  in  metaphysical  subjects  to  draw 
our  arguments  from  that  quarter.  But  lest  metaphysicians 
shou'd  esteem  this  below  their  dignity,  I  shall  borrow  a  proof 
from  an  observation,  which  may  be  made  on  most  of  their 
own  discourses,  viz.  that  'tis  usual  for  men  to  use  words  for 
ideas,  and  to  talk  instead  of  thinking  in  their  reasonings* 
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FART     We  use  words  for  ideas,  because  they  are  commonlj  so  closel j 

^    .  connected,  that  the  mind  easily  mistakes  them.     And  this 

Of  ^e        likewise  is  the  reason,  why  we  substitute  the  idea  of  a  dis- 

ideas  of      tance,  which  is  not  considered  either  as  visible  or  tangible,  in 

tme!  *       *^®  room  of  extension,  which  is  nothing  but  a  composition  of 

visible  or  tangible  points  disposed  in  a  certain  order.     In 

causing  this  mistake  there  concur    both  the  relations  of 

cavsaiion  and  resemblance.    As  the  first  species  of  distance  is 

found  to  be  convertible  into  the  second,  'tis  in  this  respect 

a  kind  of  cause;   and  the  similarity  of  their  manner  of 

aflFecting  the  senses,  and  diminishing  every  quality,  forms  the 

relation  of  resemblance. 

After  this  chain  of  reasoning  and  explication  of  my  prin- 
ciples, I  am  now  prepared  to  answer  all  the  objections  that 
have  been  oflfer'd,  whether  derived  from  metaphysics  or  me- 
eJumics.  The  frequent  disputes  concerning  a  vacuum,  or 
extension  without  matter,  prove  not  the  reality  of  the  idea,upon 
which  the  dispute  turns ;  there  being  nothing  more  common, 
than  to  see  men  deceive  themselves  in  this  particular ;  espe- 
cially when  by  means  of  any  close  relation,  there  is  another 
idea  presented,  which  may  be  the  occasion  of  their  mistake. 
We  may  make  almost  the  same  answer  to  the  second  ob- 
jection, deriv'd  from  the  conjunction  of  the  ideas  of  rest  and 
annihilation.  When  every  tiling  is  annihilated  in  the  cham- 
ber, and  the  walls  continue  immoveable,  the  chamber  must 
be  conceived  much  in  the  same  manner  as  at  present,  when 
the  air  that  fills  it,  is  not  an  object  of  the  senses.  This  anni- 
hilation leaves  to  the  eye,  that  fictitious  distance,  which  is 
discovered  by  the  diflferent  parts  of  the  organ,  that  are  affected, 
and  by  the  degrees  of  light  and  shade ;  and  to  the  feeling^ 
that  which  consists  in  a  sensation  of  motion  in  the  hand,  or 
other  member  of  the  body.  In  vain  shou'd  we  search  any 
farther.  On  whichever  side  we  turn  this  subject,  we  shall 
find  that  these  are  the  only  impressions  such  an  object  can 
produce  after  the  supposed  annihilation ;  and  it  has  already 
been  remark'd,  that  impressions  can  give  rise  to  no  ideas,  but 
to  such  as  resemble  them. 

Since  a  body  interposed  betwixt  two  others  may  be  suppos'd 
to  be  annihilated,  without  producing  any  change  upon  such 
as  lie  on  each  hand  of  it,  'tis  easily  conceiv'd,  how  it  may  be 
created  anew,  and  yet  produce  as  little  alteration.  Now  the 
motion  of  a  body  has  much  the  same  effect  as  its  creation. 
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The  distant  bodies  are  no  more  afPected  in  the  one  case,  than     SECT. 
in  the  other.     This  suffices  to  satisfy  the  imagination,  and  .     ^' 
proves  there  is  no  repugnance  in  such  a  motion.     Afterwards  The  same 
experience  comes  in  play  to  persuade  us  that  two  bodies,  ""^|?^*,j 
situated  in  the  manner  above-describ'd,  have  really  such  a 
capacity  of  receiving  body  betwixt  them,  and  that  there  is  no 
obstacle  to  the  conversion  of  the  invisible  and  intangible  dis- 
tance into  one  that  is  visible  and  tangible.     However  natural 
that  conversion  may  seem,  we  cannot  be  sure  it  is  practi- 
cable, before  we  have  had  experience  of  it. 

Thus  I  seem  to  have  answered  the  three  objections  above- 
naention'd ;  tho'  at  the  same  time  I  am  sensible,  that  few 
will  be  satisfy'd  with  these  answers,  but  will  immediately 
propose  new  objections  and  difficulties.  'Twill  probably  be 
said,  that  my  reasoning  makes  nothing  to  the  matter  in  hand, 
and  that  I  explain  only  the  manner  in  which  objects  affect 
the  senses,  without  endeavouring  to  account  for  their  real 
nature  and  operations.  Tho'  there  be  nothing  visible  or 
tangible  interposed  betwixt  two  bodies,  yet  we  find  hy  ex- 
perievice,  that  the  bodies  may  be  plac'd  in  the  same  manner, 
with  regard  to  the  eye,  and  require  the  same  motion  of  the 
hand  in  passing  from  one  to  the  other,  as  if  divided  by  some- 
thing visible  and  tangible.  This  invisible  and  intangible  dis- 
tance is  also  found  by  experience  to  contain  a  capacity  of 
receiving  body,  or  of  becoming  visible  and  tangible.  Here  is 
the  whole  of  my  system ;  and  in  no  part  of  it  have  I  endea- 
voured to  explain  the  cause,  which  separates  bodies  after  this 
manner,  and  gives  them  a  capacity  of  receiving  others  betwixt 
them,  without  any  impulse  or  penetration. 

I  answer  this  objection,  by  pleading  guilty,  and  by  con- 
fessing that  my  intention  never  was  to  penetrate  into  the 
nature  of  bodies,  or  explain  the  secret  causes  of  their  opera- 
tions. For  besides  that  this  belongs  not  to  my  present  pur- 
pose, I  am  afraid,  that  such  an  enterprize  is  beyond  the  reach 
of  human  understanding,  and  that  we  can  never  pretend  to 
know  body  otherwise  than  by  those  external  properties,  which 
discover  themselves  to  the  senses.  As  to  those  who  attempt 
any  thin  g  farther,  I  cannot  approve  of  their  ambition,  till  I  see, 
in  some  one  instance  at  least,  that  they  have  met  with  suc- 
cess. But  at  present  I  content  myself  with  knowing  perfectly 
the  manner  in  which  objects  affect  my  senses,  and  their  con- 
nections with  each  other,  as  far  as  experience  informs  me  of 
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them.  This  suffices  for  the  conduct  of  life ;  and  this  also 
suffices  for  my  philosophy,  which  pretends  only  to  explain  the 
nature  and  causes  of  our  perceptions^or  impressions  and  ideas  J 

I  shall  conclude  this  subject  of  extension  with  a  paradox, 
which  will  easily  be  explain'd  from  the  foregoing  reasoning. 
This  paradox  is,  that  if  you  are  pleas'd  to  give  to  the  in- 
visible and  intangible  distance,  or  in  other  words,  to  the 
capacity  of  becoming  a  visible  and  tangible  distance,  the 
name  of  a  vacuum,  extension  and  matter  are  the  same,  and 
yet  there  ia  a  vacuum.  If  you  will  not  give  it  that  name, 
motion  is  possible  in  a  plenum,  without  any  impulse  in  in- 
finitumy  without  returning  in  a  circle,  and  without  penetra- 
tion. But  however  we  may  express  ourselves,  we  must 
always  confess,  that  we  have  no  idea  of  any  real  extension 
without  filling  it  with  sensible  objects,  and  conceiving  its 
parts  as  visible  or  tangible. 

As  to  the  doctrine,  that  time  is  nothing  but  the  manner,  in 
which  some  real  objects  exist ;  we  may  observe,  that  *tis 
liable  to  the  same  objections  as  the  similai*  doctrine  with 
regard  to  extension.  If  it  be  a  sufficient  proof,  that  we  have 
the  idea  of  a  vacuum,  because  we  dispute  and  reason  con- 

>  [The  following  note  was  added  in 
the  Appendix. — Ed.] 

As  long  as  we  confine  our  specnla- 
lions  to  the  appearances  of  objects  to 
our  senses,  without  entering  into  dis- 
quisitions concerning  their  real  nature 
and  operations,  we  are  safe  from  all 
difficulties,  and  can  never  be  embar- 
rass'd  by  any  question.  Thus,  if  it  be 
ask'd,  if  the  invisible  and  intan^blo 
distance,  interposed  betwixt  two  objects, 
be  something  or  nothing :  Tis  easy  to 
answer,  that  it  is  somethimy  viz.  a  pro- 
perty of  the  objects,  which  affect  the 
senses  after  such  a  particular  manner. 
If  it  be  ask'd.whether  two  objects,  having 
such  a  distance  betwixt  them,  touch  or 
not :  It  may  be  answer'd,  that  this  de- 
pends upon  the  definition  of  the  word, 
toxtch.  If  objects  be  said  to  touch,  when 
there  is  nothing  sensible  interpos'd  be- 
twixt them,  these  objects  touch:  If 
objects  be  said  to  touch,  when  their 
images  strike  contiguous  parts  of  the 
eye,  and  when  the  hand  Jeels  both  ob- 
jects successively,  without  any  inter- 
pos'd motion,  these  objects  do  not  touch. 
The  appearances  of  objects  to  our  senses 
are  all  consistent;  and  no  difficulties 
can  ever  arise,  but  from  the  obscurity 


of  the  terms  we  make  use  of. If  we 

carry  our  enquiry  beyond  tlie  appear- 
ances of  objects  to  the  senses,  1  am 
a&aid,  that  most  of  our  conclusions 
will  be  full  of  scepticism  and  uncer- 
tainty. Thus  if  it  be  ask'd,  whether  or 
not  the  inyisible  and  intangible  distance 
be  always  full  of  body,  or  of  something 
that  by  an  improvement  of  our  oi^ns 
might  become  visible  or  tangible,  I 
must  acknowledge,  that  I  find  no  vcr>' 
decisive  arguments  on  either  side ;  tho' 
I  am  inclin'd  to  the  contrary  opinion, 
as  being  more  suitable  to  vulgar  and 
popular  notions.  If  the  Ketctonian 
philosophy  be  rightly  understood,  it  will 
be  found  to  mean  no  more.  A  vacuum 
is  asserted:  That  is,  bodies  are  said  to 
be  plac'd  after  such  a  manner,  as  to  re- 
ceive bodies  betwixt  them,  without  im- 
pulsion or  penetration.  The  real  nature 
of  this  position  of  bodies  is  unknown. 
We  are  only  acquainted  with  its  c^cts 
on  the  senses,  and  its  power  of  receiving 
body.  Nothing  is  more  suitable  to  that 
philosophy,  than  a  modest  scepticism  to 
a  certain  degree,  and  a  fair  confession 
of  ignorance  in  subjects,  that  exceed  all 
human  capacity. 
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cerning  it;  we  mu^t  for  the  same  reason  hav6  the  idea  of     SECT, 
time  without  any  changeable  existence ;  since  there  is  no  ^     ^'  _. 
STibject  of  dispute  more  frequent  and  common.*    But  that  we  The  same 
really  haye  no  such  idea,  is  certain.    For  whence  shou'd  it  be  "iilyect^ 
derived  ?    Does  it  arise  from  an  impression  of  sensation  or  ^^  ^^^  ' 
of  reflection?     Point  it  out  distinctly  to  us,  that  we  may 
know  its  nature  and  qualities.     But  if  you  cannot  point  out 
any  such  impressian,  you  may  be  certain  you  are  mistaken, 
"when  you  imagine  you  have  any  such  idea. 

But  tho'  it  be  impossible  to  shew  the  impression,  from 
-which  the  idea  of  time  without ,  a  changeable  existence  is 
deriv'd ;  yet  we  can  easily  point  out  those  appearances,  which 
make  us  fancy  we  have  that  idea.  For  we  may  observe,  that 
there  is  a  continual  succession  of  perceptions  in  our  mind ; 
so  that  the  idea  of  time  being  for  ever  present  with  us;  when 
we  consider  a  stedfast  object  at  five-a-clock,  and  regard  the 
same  at  six ;  we  are  apt  to  apply  to  it  that  idea  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  every  moment  were  distinguished  by  a  diflFerent 
position,  or  an  alteration  of  the  object.  The  first  and 
second  appearances  of  the  object,  being  compar'd  with  the 
succession  of  our  perceptions,  seem  equally  remov'd  as  if 
the  object  had  really  chang'd.  To  which  we  may  add,  what 
experience  shews  us,  that  the  object  was  susceptible  of  such 
a  number  of  changes  betwixt  these  appearances ;  as  also 
that  the  unchangeable  or  rather  fictitious  duration  has  the 
same  effect  upon  every  quality,  by  encreasing  or  diminishing 
it,  as  that  succession,  which  is  obvious  to  the  senses.  From 
these  three  relations  we  are  apt  to  confound  our  ideas,  and 
imagine  we  can  form  the  idea  of  a  time  and  duration,  with- 
out any  change  or  succession. 

Sect.  VI. — Of  the  Idea  of  Existence^  and  of  External 

Existence. 

It  may  not  be  amiss,  before  we  leave  this  subject,  to 
explain  the  ideas  of  existence  and  of  external  existence  ;  which 
have  their  difficulties,  as  well  as  the  ideas  of  space  and  time. 
By  this  means  we  shall  be  the  better  prepared  for  the  exami- 
nation of  knowledge  and  probability,  when  we  understand 
perfectly  all  those  particular  ideas,  which  may  enter  into  our 
reasoning. 

>  [But  cf.  above,  page  330,  as  to  idea  of  extension. — £d.] 
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There  is  no  impression  nor  idea  of  any  kind,  of  which  we 
have  any  conscionsness  or  memory,  that  is  not  conceived  as 
existent ;  and  'tis  evident,  that  from  this  conscionsness  the 
most  perfect  idea  and  assurance  of  being  is  derived,     From 
hence    we    may  form   a    dilemma,    the    most    clear    and 
conclusive  that  can  be  imagined,  viz.  that  since  we  never 
remember   any  idea    or    impression,    without    attributing 
eitistence  to  it,  the  idea  of  existence  must  either  be  derived 
from  a  distinct  impression,  conjoin'd  with  every  perception 
or  object  of  our  thought,  or  must  be  the  very  same  with  the 
idea  of  the  perception  or  object. 

As  this  dilemma  is  an  evident  consequence  of  the  prin- 
ciple,  that  every  idea  arises  from  a  simUar  impression,  so 
our  decision  betwixt  the  propositions  of  the  dilemma  is  no 
more  doubtful.  So  far  from  there  being  any  distinct  impres- 
sion, attending  every  impression  and  every  idea,  that  I  do  not 
think  there  are  any  two  distinct  impressions,  which  are  in- 
separably conjoin'd.  Tho'  certain  sensations  may  at  one  time 
be  united,  we  quickly  find  they  admit  of  a  separation,  and 
may  be  presented  apart.  And  thus,  tho*  every  impression 
and  idea  we  remember  be  consider 'd  as  existent,  the  idea  of 
existence  is  not  derived  from  any  particular  impression. 

The  idea  of  existence,  then,  is  the » very  same  with  the 
idea  of  what  we  conceive  to  be  existent.  To  reflect  on  any 
thing  simply,  and  to  reflect  on  it  as  existent,  are  nothing 
different  from  each  other.  That  idea,  when  conjoin'd  with 
the  idea  of  any  object,  makes  no  addition  to  it.  Whatever 
we  conceive,  we  conceive  to  be  existent.  Any  idea  we  please 
to  form  is  the  idea  of  a  being ;  and  the  idea  of  a  being  is 
any  idea  we  please  to  form.* 

Whoever  opposes  this,  must  necessarily  point  out  that 
distinct  impression,  from  which  the  idea  of  entity  is  derived, 
and  must  prove,  that  this  impression  is  inseparable  from 
every  perception  we  believe  to  be  existent.  This  we  may 
without  hesitation  conclude  to  be  impossible. 

Our  foregoing  *  reasoning  concerning  the  distinction  of 
ideas  without  any  real  difference  will  not  here  serve  us  in  any 
stead.  That  kind  of  distinction  is  founded  on  the  different 
resemblances,  which  the  same  simple  idea  may  have  to 
several  different  ideas.     But  no  object  can  be  presented 

>  [See    below,   p.  304,  and   Introd.  *  Part  I.    Sect.  7. 

{S  223  and  291.] 
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resembling  some  object  with  respect  to  its  existence,  and     sect. 
different  from  others  in  the  same  particular;  since  every  .    ^^'     ■ 
object,  that  is  presented,  mast  necessarily  be  existent.  Of  the  idea 

A  like  reasoning  will  account  for  the  idea  of  external  of  exist- 
existence.    We  may  observe,  that  'tis  universally  allowed  by  of  external 
philosophers,  and  is  besides  pretty  obvious  of  itself,  that  existence. 
nothing  is  ever  really  present  with  the  mind  but  its  percep- 
tions or  impressions  and  ideas,  and  tliat  external  objects 
become  known  to  us  only  by  those  perceptions  they  occasion. 
To  hate,  to  love,  to  think,  to  feel,  to  see ;  all  this  is  nothing 
but  to  perceive.^ 

Now  since  nothing  is  ever  present  to  the  mind  but  per- 
ceptions, and  since  all  ideas  are  deriv'd  from  something 
antecedently  present  to  the  mind;  it  follows,  that  'tis/ 
impossible  for  us  so  much  as  to  conceive  or  form  an  idea  on 
any  thing  specifically  different  from  ideas  and  impressions.' 
Let  us  fix  our  attention  out  of  ourselves  as  much  as 
possible :  Let  us  chace  our  imagination  to  the  heavens,  or 
to  the  utmost  limits  of  the  universe;  we  never  really  advance 
a  step  beyond  ourselves,  nor  can  conceive  any  kind  of 
existence,  but  those  perceptions,  which  have  appear'd  in  that  » 
narrow  compass.  This  is  the  universe  of  the  imagination,  | 
nor  have  we  any  idea  but  what  is  there  produced. 

The  farthest  we  can  go  towards  a  conception  of  external 
objects,  when  supposed  specifically  different  from  our  percep- 
tions, is  to  form  a  relative  idea  of  them,  without  pretending 
to  comprehend  the  related  objects.  Generally  speaking  we 
do  not  suppose  them  specifically  different;  but  only  attribute 
to  them  different  relations,  connections  and  durations.  But 
of  this  more  fiiUy  hereafter.^ 

>  [See  Introd.  §  236.]  «  Part  IV.    Sect.  2. 
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Sect.  I. — Of  Knowledge, 

PART  j  Theeb  are  '  seven  dififerent  kinds  of  philosophical  relation, 
'  viz,  resemblance,  identity,  relations  of  time  and  pUice,*  proper- 


Of  know-  I  tion  in  quantity  or  number,  degrees  in  any  quality,  contrariety, 
^^^^^\  and  causation.     These  relations  may  be  divided  into  two 
lity.     '      classes ;  into  such  as  depend  entirely  on  the  ideas,  which  we 
compare  together,  and  such  as  may  be  chang'd  without  any 
change  in  the  ideas.'     'Tis  from  the  idea  of  a  triangle,  that 
we  discover  the  relation  of  equality,  which  its  three  angles 
bear  to  two  right  ones ;  and  this  relation  is  invariable,  as 
long  as  our  idea  remains  the  same.     On  the  contrary,  the 
relations  of  contiguity  and  distance  betwixt  two  objects  may 
be  chang'd  merely  by  an  alteration  of  their  place,  without 
any  change  on  the  objects  themselves  or  on  their  ideas;  and 
the  place  depends  on  a  hundred  difi^rent  accidents,  which 
cannot  be  foreseen  by  the  mind.     'Tis  the  same  case  with 
identity  and  causation.     Two  objects,  tho'  perfectly  resem- 
bling each  other,  and  even  appearing  in  the  same  place  at 
different  times,  may  be  numerically  different :    And  as  the 
power,  by  which  one  object  produces  another,  is  never  dis- 
coverable merely  from  their  idea,  'tis  evident  cause  and  effect 
are  relations,  of  which  we  receive  information  from  expe- 
rience, and  not  from  any  abstract  reasoning  or  reflection. 
There  is  no  single  phsenomenon,  even  the  most  simple,  which 
can  be  accounted  for  from  the  qualities  of  the  objects,  as 
they  appear  to   us ;   or  which  we   cou'd  foresee   without 
the  help  of  our  memory  and  experience. 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  of  these  seven  philosophical 
relations,  there  remain  only  four,  which  depending  solely 

'Parti.     Sect.  6.  viously  given,  p.  318.] 

•  [*  Space '  in  the  enumeration  pre-  •  [Seo  Introd.  §  283.] 
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upon  ideas,  can  be  the  objects  of  knowledge  and  certainty.  I    sect. 
These  four  are  resemblance^  contrariety^  degrees   in  quality ^  V      '   _ 
and  proportions  in  quantity  or  number.     Three  of  these  rela-  Of  know- 
tions  are  discoverable  at  first  sight,  and  fall  more  properly  ^®^se« 
under  the  province  of  intuition  than  demonstration.     When 
any  objects  resemble  each  other,  the  resemblance  will  at  first 
strike  the  eye,  or  rather  the  mind ;  and  seldom  requires 
a  second  examination.   The  case  is  the  same  with  contrariety^ 
and  with  the   degrees  of  any  quality.     No  one  can  once 
doubt  but  existence  and  non-existence  destroy  each  other, 
and  are  perfectly  incompatible  and  contrary.     And  tho'  it 
be  impossible  to  judge  exactly  of  the  degrees  of  any  quality, 
such  as  colour,  taste,  heat,  cold,  when  the  difference  betwixt 
them  is  very  small ;  yet  'tis  easy  to  decide,  that  any  of  them 
is  superior  or  inferior  to  another,  when  their  difference  is 
considerable.     And  this  decision  we  always  pronounce  at 
first  sight,  without  any  enquiry  or  reasoning. 

We  might  proceed,  after  the  same  manner,  in  fixing  the 
proportions  of  quantity  or  nAJumber,  and  might  at  one  view 
observe  a  superiority  or  inferiority  betwixt  any  numbers,  or 
figures;  especially  where  the  difference  is  very  great  and 
remarkable.  As  to  equality  or  any  exact  proportion,  we 
can  only  guess  at  it  from  a  single  consideration ;  except  in 
very  short  numbers,  or  very  limited  portions  of  extension ; 
which  are  comprehended  in  an  instant,  and  where  we  per- 
ceive an  impossibility  of  falling  into  any  considerable  error. 
In  all  other  cases  we  must  settle  the  proportions  with  some 
liberty,  or  proceed  in  a  more  artificial  manner. 

I  have  already  *  observ'd,  that  geometry,  or  the  art^  by 
which  we  fix  the  proportions  of  figures ;  tho*  it  much  excels 
both  in  universality  and  exactness,  the  loose  judgments  of 
the  senses  and  imagination;  yet  never  attains  a  perfect 
precision  and  exactness.  It's  first  principles  are  still  drawn 
from  the  general  appearance  of  the  objects;  and  that 
appearance  can  never  afford  us  any  security,  when  we 
examine  the  prodigious  minuteness  of  which  nature  is  sus- 
ceptible. Our  ideas  seem  to  give  a  perfect  assurance,  that 
no  two  right  lines  can  have  a  common  segment ;  but  if  we 
consider  these  ideas,  we  shall  find,  that  they  always  suppose 
a  sensible  inclination  of  the  two  lines,  and  that  where  the 
angle  they  form  is  extremely  small,  we  have  no  standard  of  a 

*  [See  above,  p.  367.] 
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right  line  so  precise  as  to  assure  us  of  the  truth  of  Hub 
proposition.  'Tis  the  same  case  with  most  of  the  primary 
decisions  of  the  mathematics. 

There  remain,  therefore,  algebra  and  arithmetic  as  the 
only  sciences,  in  which  we  can  carry  on  a  chain  of  reaaoning 
to  any  degree  of  intricacy,  and  yet  preserve  a  perfect  exact- 
ness and  certainty.     We  are  possest  of  a  precise  standard, 
by  which  we  can  judge  of  the  equality  and  proportion  of 
numbers ;  and  according  as  they  correspond  or  not  to  that 
standard,  we  determine  their  relations,  without  any  possi- 
bility of  error.*     When  two  numbers  are  so  combined,  as  that 
the  one  has  always  an  unite  answering  to  every  unite  of  the 
other,  we  pronounce  them  equal ;  and  'tis  for  want  of  such 
a  standard  of  equality  in  extension,  that  geometry  can  scarce 
be  esteem'd  a  perfect  and  infallible  science. 

But  here  it  may  not  be  amiss  to  obviate  a  difficulty,  which 
may  arise  from  my  asserting,  that  the*  geometry  falls  short 
of  that  perfect  precision  and  certainty,  which  are  peculiar 
to  arithmetic  and  algebra,  yet  it  excels  the  imperfect  judg- 
ments of  our  senses  and  imagination.     The  reason  why  I 
impute  any  defect  to  geometry,  is,  because  its  original  and 
fundamental  principles  are  deriv'd  merely  from  appearances ; 
and  it  may  perhaps  be  imagin'd,  that  this  defect  must  always 
attend  it,  and  keep  it  from  ever  reaching  a  greater  exactness 
in  the  comparison  of  objects  or  ideas,  than  what  our  eye  or 
imagination  alone  is  able  to  attain.     I  own  that  this  defect 
so  far  attends  it,  as  to  keep  it  from  ever  aspiring  to  a  full 
certainty :  But  since  these  frmdamental  principles  depend  on 
the  easiest  and  least  deceitful  appearances,  they  bestow  on 
their  consequences  a  degree  of  exactness,  of  which  these  con- 
sequences are  singly  incapable.     'Tis  impossible  for  the  eye 
to  determine  the  angles  of  a  chiliagon  to  be  equal  to  1996 
right  angles,  or  make  any  conjecture,  that  approaches  this 
proportion  ;  but  when  it  determines,  that  right  lines  cannot 
concur;   that  we   cannot    draw  more  than  one  right  line 
between  two  given  points ;  it's  mistakes  can  never  be  of  any 
consequence.     And  this  is  the  nature  and  use  of  geometry, 
to  run  us  up  to  such  appearances,  as,  by  reason  of  their  sim- 
plicity, cannot  lead  us  into  any  considerable  error. 

I  shall  here  take  occasion  to  propose  a  second  observation 
concerning  our  demonstrative  reasonings,  which  is  suggested 

»  [See  Introd.  §  277.] 
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"by  the  same  subject  of  the  mathematics.     *Tis  usual  with     sect. 
mathematicians,  to  pretend,  that  those  ideas,  which  are  their  ^     ^'     . 
objects,  are  of  so  refin'd  and  spiritual  a  nature,  that  they  fall  of  know- 
not  under  the  conception  of  the  fancy,  but  must  be  compre-  lodge. 
Iiended  by  a  pure  and  intellectual  view,  of  which  the  supe- 
rior faculties  of  the  soul  are  alone  capable.  The  same  notion 
runs  thro'  most  parts  of  philosophy,  and  is  principally  made 
use  of  to  explain  our  abstract  ideas,  and  to  shew  how  we  can 
form  an  idea  of  a  triangle,  for  instance,  which  shall  neither 
be  an  isoceles  nor  scalenum,  nor  be  confin'd  to  any  particular 
length  and  proportion  of  sides.     'Tis  easy  to  see,  why  philo- 
sophers are  so  fond  of  this  notion  of  some  spiritual  and 
refin'd  perceptions ;  since  by  that  means  they  cover  many  of 
their  absurdities,  and  may  refuse  to  submit  to  the  decisions 
of  clear  ideas,  by  appealing  to  such  as  are  obscure  and  un- 
certain.    But  to  destroy  this  artifice,  we  need  but  reflect  on 
that  principle  so  oft  insisted  on,  that  all  our  ideas  are  copy'd 
from  our  impressions.     For  from  thence  we  may  immediately 
conclude,  that  since  all  impressions  are  clear  and  precise, 
the  ideas,  which  are  copy'd  from  them,  must  be  of  the  same 
nature,  and  can  never,  but  from  our  fault,  contain  any  thing 
so  dark  and  intricate.     An  idea  is  by  its  very  nature  weaker 
and  fainter  than  an  impression ;  but  being  in  every  other 
respect  the  same,  cannot  imply  any  very  great  mystery.*     If 
its  weakness  render  it  obscure,  'tis  our  business  to  remedy 
that  defect,  as  much  as  possible,  by  keeping  the  idea  steady 
and  precise ;  and  till  we  have  done  so,  'tis  in  vain  to  pretend 
to  reasoning  and  philosophy. 

Sect.  II. — Of  Prohability;  and  of  the  Idea  of  Cause  and  Effect. 

This  is  all  I  think  necessary  to  observe  concerning  those 
four  relations,  which  are  the  foundation  of  science ;  but  as 
to  the  other  three,  which  depend  not  upon  the  idea,  and  may 
be  absent  or  present  even  while  that  remains  the  same,  'twill 
be  proper  to  explain  them  more  particularly.  These  three 
relations  are  identity ^  the  situations  in  time  and  place^  and 
causation. 

All  kinds  of  reasoning  consist  in  nothing  but  a  comparison, 
and  a  discovery  of  those  relations,  either  constant  or  in- 
constant, which   two  or  more  objects   bear  to  each  other. 

^  [See  nlwve,  p.  327.] 
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This  comparison  we  may  make,  either  when  both  the  objects 
are   present  to   the  senses,  or  when  neither   of  them    is 
present,  or  when   only  one.     "When  both   the   objects  are 
present  to  the  senses  along  with  the  relation,  we  call  this 
perception  rather  than  reasoning;  nor  is  there  in  this  case 
any  exercise  of  the  thought,  or  any  action,  properly  speaking, 
but  a  mere  passive  admission  of  the  impressions  thro'  the 
organs  of  sensation.'     AccorcLing  to  this  way  of  thinking,  we 
ought  not  to  receive  as  reasoning  any  of  the  observations  we 
may  make  concerning  identity^  and  the  relations  of  time  and 
plcLce  ;  since  in  none  of  them  the  mind  can  go  beyond  what 
is  immediately  present  to  the  senses,  either  to  discover  the 
real  existence  or  the  relations  of  objects.^   'Tis  only  causationy 
which  produces  such  a  connexion,  as  to  give  us  assurance 
from  the  existence  or  action  of  one  object,  that  'twas  fol- 
low'd  or  preceded  by  any  other  existence  or  action ;  nor  can 
the  other  two  relations  be  ever  made  use  of  in  reasoning, 
except   so  far  as  they  either  affect  or  are  affected  by  it. 
There  is  nothing  in  any  objects  to  perswade  us,  that  they  are 
either  always  remote  or  always  contiguous ;  and  when  from 
experience  and  observation  we  discover,  that  their  relation 
in  this  particular  is  invariable,  we  always  conclude  there  is 
some  secret  cau^e^  which  separates  or  unites  them.  The  same 
reasoning  extends  to  identity.    We  readily  suppose  an  object 
may  continue  individually  the  same,  tho'  several  times  absent 
from  and  present  to  the  senses ;  and  ascribe  to  it  an  identity, 
notwithstanding  the  interruption  of  the  perception,  when- 
ever we  conclude,  that  if  we  had  kept  our  eye  or  hand  con- 
stantly upon  it,  it  wou'd  have  conveyed  an  invariable  and 
uninterrupted  perception.      But  this  conclusion  beyond  the 
impressions  of  our  senses  can  be  founded  only  on  the  con- 
nexion of  cause  and  effect ;  nor  can  we  otherwise  have  any 
security,  that  the  object  is  not  chang'd  upon  us,  however 
much  the  new  object  may  resemble  that  which  was  formerly 
present  to  the  senses.^    Whenever  we  discover  such  a  perfect 
resemblance,  we  consider,  whether  it    be  common  in  that 
species  of  objects ;  whether  possibly  or  probably  any  cause 
cou'd  operate  in  producing  the  change  and  resemblance ;  and 
according  as  we  determine  concernmg  these  causes  and  effects, 
we  form  our  judgment  concerning  the  identity  of  the  object.* 


>  [See  Introd.  §  327.] 

•  [Ibid.  §§  283,  284,  and  300.] 


» [Ibid.  §§  285,  286,  and  801  and  ffi] 
*  [Ibid.  §313.] 
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Here  then  it  appears,  that  of  those  three  relations,  which     SECT, 
depend  not  upon  the  mere  ideas,  the  only  one,  that  can  be  ^ 


traced  beyond  our  senses,  and  informs  us  of  existences  and  of  probn- 
objects,  which  we  do  not  see  or  feel,  is  cavsation.    This  rela-  ^i^'*7'.^°^ 
tion,  therefore,  we  shall  endeavour  to  explain  fully  before  we  of  cause 
leave  the  subject  of  the  understanding.  *"^  ^^^^' 

To  begin  regularly,  we  must  consider  the  idea  of  cavsationj 
and  see  from  what  origin  it  is  derived.  'Tis  impossible  to 
reason  justly,  without  understanding  perfectly  the  idea  con- 
ceming  which  we  reason ;  and  *tis  impossible  perfectly  to 
understand  any  idea,  without  tracing  it  up  to  its  origin,  and 
examining  that  primary  impression,  from  which  it  arises. 
The  examination  of  the  impression  bestows  a  clearness  on 
the  idea ;  and  the  examination  of  the  idea  bestows  a  like 
clearness  on  all  our  reasoning. 

Let  us  therefore  cast  our  eye  on  any  two  objects,  which   > 
we    call  cause  and  effect,  and  turn  them  on  all  sides,  in 
order  to  find  that  impression,  which  produces  an  idea  of  such 
prodigious  consequence.     At  first  sight  I  perceive,  that  I 
must  not  search  for  it  in  any  of  the  particular  qualities  of  the  - 
objects ;  since,  which-ever  of  these  qualities  I  pitch  on,  I  find 
some  object,  that  is  not  possest  of  it,  and  yet  falls  under 
the  denomination  of  cause  or  effect.     And  indeed  there  is 
nothing  existent,  either  externally  or  internally,  which  is 
not  to  be  considered  either  as  a  cause  or  an  effect ;  tho'  'tis 
plain  there  is  no  one  quality,  which  universally  belongs  to  all ' 
beings,  and  gives  them  a  title  to  that  denomination. 

The  idea,  then,  of  causation  must  be  deriv'd  from  some 
relation  among  objects;  and  that  relation  we  must  now 
endeavour  to  discover.  I  find  in  the  first  place,  that  what- 
ever objects  are  considered  as  causes  or  effects,  are  contiguous  ;  - 
and  that  nothing  can  operate  in  a  time  or  place,  which  is 
ever  so  little  removed  from  those  of  its  existence.  Tho*  dis- 
tant objects  may  sometimes  seem  productive  of  each  other, 
they  are  commonly  found  upon  examination  to  be  linked  by 
a  chain  of  causes,  which  are  contiguous  among  themselves, 
and  to  the  distant  objects;  and  when  in  any  particular 
instance  we  cannot  discover  this  connexion,  we  still  presume 
it  to  exist.  We  may  therefore  consider  the  relation  of  con — 
tiguity  as  essential  to  that  of  causation ;  at  least  may  sup- 
pose it  such,  according  to  the  general  opinion,  till  we  can 
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find  a  more  *  proper  occasion  to  clear  up  this  matter^  by- 
examining  what  objects  are  or  are  not  susceptible  of  juxta- 
position and  conjunction. 

The  second  relation  I  shall  observe  as  essential  to  causes 
and  effects,  is  not  so  universally  acknowledged,  but  is  liable 
to  some  controversy.  'Tis  that  of  pbiority  of  time  in  the 
cause  before  the  effect.  Some  pretend  that  'tis  not  abso- 
lutely necessary  a  cause  should  precede  its  effect ;  but  that 
any  object  or  action,  in  the  very  first  moment  of  its  existence, 
may  exert  its  productive  quality,  and  give  rise  to  another 
object  or  action,  perfectly  co-temporary  with  itself.  But 
beside  that  experience  in  most  instances  seems  to  contradict 
this  opinion,  we  may  establish  the  relation  of  priority  by  a 
kind  of  inference  or  reasoning.  *Tis  an  established  maxim 
both  in  natural  and  moral  philosophy,  that  an  object,  which 
exists  for  any  time  in  its  full  perfection  without  producing 
another,  is  not  its  sole  cause ;  but  is  assisted  by  some  other 
principle,  which  pushes  it  from  its  state  of  inactivity,  and 
makes  it  exert  that  energy,  of  which  it  was  secretly  possest. 
Now  if  any  cause  may  be  perfectly  co-temporary  with  its 
effect,  'tis  certain,  according  to  this  maxim,  that  they  must 
all  of  them  be  so;  since  any  one  of  them,  which  retards  its 
operation  for  a  single  moment,  exerts  not  itself  at  that  very 
individual  time,  in  which  it  might  have  operated ;  and  there- 
fore is  no  proper  cause.  The  consequence  of  this  wou'd  be 
no  less  than  the  destruction  of  that  succession  of  causes, 
which  we  obsen'C  in  the  world ;  and  indeed,  the  utter  anni- 
hilation of  time.  For  if  one  cause  were  co-temporary  with 
its  effect,  and  this  effect  with  its  effect,  and  so  on,  'tis  plain 
there  wou'd  be  no  such  thing  as  succession,  and  all  objects 
must  be  co-existent. 

If  this  argument  appear  satisfactory,  'tis  well.  K  not,  I 
beg  the  reader  to  allow  me  the  same  liberty,  which  I  have 
us'd  in  the  preceding  case,  of  supposing  it  such.  For  he 
shall  find,  that  the  affair  is  of  no  great  importance. 

Having  thus  discover'd  or  suppos'd  the  two  relations 
of  contiguity  and  succession  to  be  essential  to  causes  and 
effects,  I  find  I  am  stopt  short,  and  can  proceed  no  fiaxther 
in  considering  any  single  instance  of  cause  and  effect.  Mo- 
tion in  one  body  is  regarded  upon  impulse  as  the  cause  of 
motion  in  another.  When  we  consider  these  objects  with  the 

»  Part  IV,     Sect.  6. 
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utmost  attention,  we  find  only  that  the  one  body  approaches 
the  other ;  and  that  the  motion  of  it  precedes  that  of  the 
other,  but  without  any  sensible  interval.  *Tis  in  vain  to 
rack  ourselves  with  farther  thought  and  reflection    upon 


'    SECT. 
II. 


Of  proba- 
bility ;  and 
cf  the  idea 

this  subject.     We  can  go  no  farther  in  considering  this  par-|  of  cause 
ticular  instance.  ^^  ^^*- 

Shou'd  any  one  leave  this  instance,  and  pretend  to  define 
a  cause,  by  saying  it  is  something  productive  of  another,  'tis 
evident  he  wou'd  say  nothing.  For  what  does  he  mean 
by  production?  Can  he  give  any  definition  of  it,  that 
will  not  be  the  same  with  that  of  causation  ?  If  he  can ; 
I  desire  it  may  be  produced.  If  he  cannot ;  Jie  here  runs 
in  a  circle,  and  gives  a  synonimous  term  instead  of  a  defi- 
nition. 

Shall  we  then  rest  contented  with  these  two  relations  of 
contiguity  and  succession,  as  affording  a  complete  idea  of 
causation?  By  no  means.  An  object  may  be  contiguous 
and  prior  to  another,  without  being  consider'd  as  its  cause. 
There  is  a  necessaet  connexion  to  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion ;  and  that  relation  is  of  much  greater  importance,  than 
any  of  the  other  two  above-mention*d.* 

Here  again  I  turn  the  object  on  all  sides,  in  order  to  dis- 
cover the  nature  of  this  necessary  connexion,  and  find  the 
impression,  or  impressions,  fi'om  which  its  idea  may  be 
derived.  When  I  cast  my  eye  on  the  Jenovm  qualities  of 
objects,  I  imiHediately  discover  that  the  relation  of  cause 
and  effect  depends  not  in  the  least  on  them.  When  I  con- 
sider their  relations^  1  can  find  none  but  those  of  contiguity 
and  succession ;  which  I  have  already  regarded  as  imperfect 
and  unsatisfactory.  Shall  the  despair  of  success  make  me 
assert,  that  I  am  here  possest  of  an  idea,  which  is  not 
preceded  by  any  similar  impression?  This  wou'd  be  too 
strong  a  proof  of  levity  and  inconstancy ;  since  the  contrary 
principle  has  been  already  so  firmly  establish'd,  as  to  admit 
of  no  farther  doubt;  at  least,  till  we  have  more  fully 
examin'd  the  present  difficulty. 

We  must,  therefore,  proceed  like  those,  who  being  in  search  i 
of  any  thing,  that  lies  conceal'd  from  them,  and  not  finding 
it  in  the  place  they  expected,  beat  about  all  the  neighbouring 
fields,  without  any  certain  view  or  design,  in  hopes  their 
good  fortune  will  at  last  guide  them  to  what  they  search  for. 

'  [See.Introd.  §  286.] 
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Of  know-     enters  into  our  idea  of  cause  and  effect;   and  endeavour  to 
ledge  and    flj^^j  gome  other  questions,  the  examination  of  which  will 

probabi-  ^ 

litj.  perhaps  afford  a  hint,  that  may  serve  to  clear  up  the  present 

diflSculty.  Of  these  questions  there  occur  two,  which  I  shall 
proceed  to  examine,  viz. 

S^irst,  For  what  reason  we  pronounce  it  necessary,  that 
every  thing  whose  existence  has  a  beginning,  shou'd  also  have 
a  cause  ? 

Secondly,  Why  we  conclude,  that  such  particular  causes 
must  necessarily  have  such  particular  effects ;  and  what  is 
the  nature  of  that  inference  we  draw  from  the  one  to  the 
other,  and  of  the  belief  we  repose  in  it  ?  * 

I  shall  only  observe  before  I  proceed  any  farther,  that  tho' 
I  the  ideas  of  cause  and  effect  be  deriv'd  from  the  impressions 
!  of  reflection  as  well  as  from  those  of  sensation,  yet  for 
brevity's  sake,  I  commonly  mention  only  the  latter  as  the 
origin  of  these  ideas ;  tho'  I  desire  that  whatever  I  say  of 
them  may  also  extend  to  the  former.  Passions  are  con- 
nected with  their  objects  and  with  one  another;  no  less  than 
external  bodies  are  connected  together.  The  same  relation, 
then,  of  cause  and  effect,  which  belongs  to  one,  must  be 
common  to  all  of  them. 

« 

Sect,  III. — Why  a  Cause  is  always  Necessary. 

To  begin  with  the  first  question  concerning  the  necessity 
of  a  cause  :  'Tis  a  general  maxim  in  philosophy,  that  what- 
ever  begins  to  exist,  must  have  a  cause  of  existence.  This  is 
commonly  taken  for  granted  in  all  reasonings^  without  any 
proof  given  or  demanded.  'Tis  suppos'd  to  be  founded  on 
intuition,  and  to  be  one  of  those  maxims,  which  tho'  they 
may  be  deny'd  with  the  lips,  'tis  impossible  for  men  in  their 
hearts  really  to  doubt  of.  But  if  we  examine  this  maxim 
by  the  idea  of  knowledge  above-explain'd,  we  shall  discover 
in  it  no  mark  of  any  such  intuitive  certainty ;  but  on  ih^. 
contrary  shall  find,  that  'tis  of  a  nature  quite  foreign  to  that 
species  of  conviction. 

LAll  certainty  arises  from  the  comparison  of  ideas,  and 
from  the  discovery  of  such  relations  as  are  unalterable,  so 

^  '  [See  Introd.  §  287.] 
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lon^y  as  the  ideas  continue  the  same.     These  relations  are     sect. 

.                                                                         lit 
reseniblancey  proportions  in  quantity  and  number^  degrees  of  ^^ 

any  qiialityy  and  contrariety ;  none  of  which  are  imply'd  in  Why  a 
this  proposition.  Whatever  has  a  beginning  has  also  a  cause  of  *^^®  ^' 
existence.      That   proposition   therefore    is    not   intuitively  necessary. 
certain.     At  least  any  one,  who  wou'd  assert  it  to  be  in- 
tuitively certain,  must  deny  these  to  be  the  only  infallible 
relations,  and  must  find  some  other  relation  of  that  kind 
to  be  imply'd  in  it ;  which  it  wiU  then  be  time  enough  to 
examine. 

But  here  is  an  argument,  which  proves  at  once,  that  the 
foregoing  proposition  is  neither  intuitively  nor  demonstrably 
certain.  We  can  never  demonstrate  the  necessity  of  a  cause 
to  every  new  existence,  or  new  modification  of  existence, 
without  shewing  at  the  same  time  the  impossibility  there  is, 
that  any  thing  can  ever  begin  to  exist  without  some  pro- 
ductive principle ;  and  where  the  latter  proposition  cannot 
be  prov'd,  we  must  despair  of  ever  being  able  to  prove  the 
former.  Now  that  the  latter  proposition  is  utterly  incapable 
of  a  demonstrative  proof,  we  may  satisfy  ourselves  by  con- 
sidering, that  as  all  distinct  ideas  are  separable  from  each 
other,  and  as  the  ideas  of  cause  and  effect  are  evidently 
distinct,  ^twill  be  easy  for  us  to  conceive  any  object  to  be 
non-existent  this  moment,  and  existent  the  next,  without 
conjoining  to  it  the  distinct  idea  of  a  cause  or  productive 
principle.  The  separation,  therefore,  of  the  idea  of  a  cause 
from  that  of  a  beginning  of  existence,  is  plainly  possible  for 
the  imagination ;  and  consequently  the  actual  separation  of 
these  objects  is  so  far  possible,  that  it  implies  no  contradic- 
tion nor  absurdity ;  and  is  therefore  incapable  of  being 
refoted  _by:  any  re.9;8Qning  from  mere  ideas;  without  which 
'tis  impossible  tg  demonstrate  the  necessity  of  a  cause. 
Accordingly  we  shall  find  Upon  examination,  that  every 

iemonstration,  which  has  been  produc'd  for  the  necessity  of 
eause,  igfjyia^us  and  sophistical.     All  the  points  of  time 

fe  philosophers,  in  which  we  can  suppose 
begin  to  exist,  are  in  themselves  equal ;  and 

inless  there  be  some  cause,  which  is -peculiar  to  one  time 
and  to  one  place,  and  which  by  that  means  determines  and  /  ^ 
fixes  the  existence,  it  must  remain  in  eternal  suspence ;  and      ' 

*  Mr.  Hobbet,    [Of  Liberty  and  Necessity,  My  Reasons,  sixth  point,  vol.  iv.  p. 
27Cf  Molesworth's  edition.— Ed. ^ 
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the  object  can  never  begin  to  be,  for  want  of  somethings  to 
fix  its  beginning.     But  I  ask ;  Is  there  any  more  difficulty 
in  supposing  the  time  and  place  to  be  fix'd  withoat  a  cause, 
than  to  suppose  the   existence  to  be  determined  in    that 
manner  ?     The  first  question  that  occurs  on  this  subject  is 
always,  whether  the  object  shall  exist  or  not :  The  next,  vjheji 
and  where  it  shall  begin  to  exist.     If  the  removal  of  a  cause 
be  intuitively  absurd  in  the  one  caae,  it  must  be  so  in  the 
other :    And  if  that  absurdity  be  not  clear  without  a  proof 
in  the  one  case,  it  will  equally  require  one  in  the  other. 
The  absurdity,  then,  of  the  one  supposition  can  never  be  a 
proof  of  that  of  the  other ;  since  they  are  both  upon  the 
same  footing,  and  must  stand  or  fall  by  the  same  reasoning. 

The  second  argument,^  which  I  find  us'd  on  this  head, 
labours  under  an  equal  difficulty.    "F^firy  ^-^ipgi  ^t^Bflaiidi  t^"°^ 
hflT^  ft  fanff^ ;  f^  if  any  thing  wanted  a  cau8e^,JLSQUl^j;ui>- 
ducejfaei/*;  jhaLjJgj  exist  b^fpr^  i^'  Ayjgtgj  •  which  is  impos- 
siSleT  But  this  reasoning  is  plainly  unconclusive ;  because  it 
supposes,  that  in  our  denial  of  a  cause  we  still  grant  what 
we  expressly  deny,  viz.  that  there  must  be  a  cause ;  which 
therefore  is  taken  to  be  the  object  itself;  and  that^  no  doubt, 
is  an  evident  contradiction.     But  to  say  that  any  thing  is 
produc'd,  or  to  express  myself  more  properly,  comes  into 
existence,  without  a  cause,  is  not  to  affirm,  that  'tis  itself  its 
own  cause ;   but  on  the  contrary  in  excluding  all  external 
causes,  excludes  a  fortiori  the  thing  itself,  which  is  created. 
An  object,  that  exists  absolutely  without  any  cause,  certainly 
is  not  its  own  cause;  and  when  you  assert,  that  the  one 
follows  from  the  other,  you  suppose  the  very  point  in  question, 
and  take  it  for  granted,  that  'tis  utterly  impossible  any  thing 
can  ever  begin  to  exist  without  a  cause,  but  that  upon  the 
exclusion  of  one  productive  principle,  we  must  still  have 
recourse  to  another. 

'Tis  exactly  the  same  case  with  the*  third  argument,  which 
has  been  employ'd  to  demonstrate  the  necessity  of  a  cause. 
Whatever  is  produc'd  without  any  cause,  is  produced  by 
nothing;  or  in  other  words,  has  nothing  for  its  cause.  But 
nothing  can  never  be  a  cause,  no  more  than  it  can  be  some- 
thing, or  equal  to  two  right  angles.     By  the  same  intuition, 

'  Dr.  Clarke  and  others.  [*  A  Demonstration  of  the  Being  and  Attributes  of 
God/    Prop.  I.  &  n.— E(L] 

«  Mr.  LocJce,     [See  essay,  IV.  10,  §  3 ;  cf.  Introd.  §  149.] 
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"tliat  we  perceive  nothing  not  to  be  equal  to  two  right  angles,      SECT. 
or  not  to  be  something,  we  perceive,  that  it  can  never  be  a  ^_    ^     ^ 
oause;  and  consequently  must  perceive,  that  every  object  has  why  a 
a»  real  cause  of  its  existence.*  ^^^^  " 

I  believe  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  employ  many  words  in  cessary. 
sliewing  the  weakness  of  this  argument,  after  what  I  have 
said  of  the  foregoing.     They  are  all  of  them  founded  on  the 
same  fallacy,  and  are  deriv'd  from  the  same  turn  of  thought. 
^Tis  sufficient  only  to  observe,  that  when  we  exclude  all 
causes  we  really  do  exclude  them,   and  neither  suppose 
xiothing  nor  the  object  itself  to  be  the  causes  of  the  exist- 
ence; and   consequently  can  draw   no  argument  from  the 
absurdity  of  these  suppositions  to  prove  the  absurdity  of 
-that  exclusion.     If  every  thing  must  have  a  cause,  it  follows, 
that  upon  the  exclusion  of  other  causes  we  must  accept  of 
the  object  itself  or  of  nothing  as  causes.     But  *tis  the  very 
point  in  question,  whether  every  thing  must  have  a  cause  or 
not ;  and  therefore,  according  to  all  just  reasoning,  it  ought 
never  to  be  taken  for  granted. 

They  are  still  more  frivolous,  who  say,  that  every  efiFect 
must  have  a  cause,  because  His  imply'd  in  the  very  idea  of 
effect.  Every  effect  necessarily  pre-supposes  a  cause ;  effect 
being  a  relative  term,  of  which  cause  is  the  correlative. 
But  this  does  not  prove,  that  every  being  must  be  preceded 
by  a  cause ;  no  more  than  it  follows,  because  every  husband 
must  have  a  wife,  that  therefore  every  man  must  be  marry'd. 
The  ti-ue  state  of  the  question  is,  whether  every  object, 
which  begins  to  exist,  must  owe  its  existence  to  a  cause ; 
and  this  I  assert  neither  to  be  intuitively  nor  demonstratively 
certain,  and  hope  to  have  prov'd  it  sufficiently  by  the  fore- 
going arguments. 

Since  it  is  not  from  kno^lfiflffA  q^  i*"Y  "^^*^^^^^<^  rpngATn'nj 
that  we  derive  the  opinion  of  the  necessity  of  a  cause  to 
every  new  production,  that  opinion  nmat  TiftfiASHarily  ^]jf[£ 
from  observation  and  experience.  The  next  question,  then, 
should  naturally  oe,  how  experience  gives  rise  to  such  a  prin- 
ciple ?  But  as  I  find  it  will  be  more  convenient  to  sink  this 
question  in  the  following,  Why  we  conclude^  that  such  par- 
ticular causes  must  necessarily  have  such  particular  effects^  and 
why  we  form  an  inference  from  one  to  another  ?  we  shall  make 
that  the  subject  of  our  future  enquiry.     'Twill,  perhaps,  be 

>  [See  Introd.  |  288.] 
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found  in  the  end,  that  the  same  answer  will  serve  for  both 
questions. 

Sect.  IV. — Of  the  Component  Parts  of  our  Reasonings 

Concerning  Cause  and  Effect, 

Tho'  the  jnind  in  its  reasonings  from  causes  or  effects 
carries  its  view  beyond  those  objects,  which  it  sees  or  re- 
members, it  must  never  lose  sight  of  them  entirely,  nor 
reason  merely  upon  its  own  idcELS,  without  some  mixture  of 
impressions,  or  at  least  of  ideas  of  the  memory,  which  are 
equivalent  to  impressions.  When  we  infer  effects  from 
causes,  we  must  establish  the  existence  of  these  causes ; 
which  we  have  only  two  ways  of  doing,  either  by  an  im- 
mediate perception  of  our  memory  or  senses,  or  by  an 
inference  from  other  causes;  which  causes  again  we  must 
ascertain  in  the  same  manner,  either  by  a  present  impression, 
or  by  an  inference  from  their  causes,  and  so  on,  till  we  arrive 
at  some  object,  which  we  see  or  remember.*  'Tis  impossible 
for  us  to  carry  on  our  inferences  in  infinitum  ;  and  the  only 
thing,  that  can  stop  them,  is  an  impression  of  the  memory  or 
senses,  beyond  which  there  is  no  room  for  doubt  or  enquiry. 

To  give  an  instance  of  this,  we  may  cliuse  any  point  of 
history,  and  consider  for  what  reason  we  either  believe  or 
reject  it.  Thus  we  believe  that  Cjesab.  was  kill'd  in  the 
senate-house  on  the  ides  of  March;  and  that  because  this 
fact  is  establish'd  on  the  unanimous  testimony  of  historians, 
who  agree  to  assign  this  precise  time  and  place  to  that 
event.  Here  are  certain  characters  and  letters  present 
either  to  our  memory  or  senses ;  which  characters  we  like- 
wise remember  to  have  been  us'd  as  the  signs  of  certain 
ideas ;  and  these  ideas  were  either  in  the  minds  of  such  as 
were  immediately  present  at  that  action,  and  received  the 
ideas  directly  from  its  existence ;  or  they  were  deriv'd  from 
the  testimony  of  others,  and  that  again  from  another  testi- 
mony, by  a  visible  gradation,  'till  we  arrive  at  those  who 
were  eye-witnesses  and  spectators  of  the  event.  'Tis  obvious 
all  this  chain  of  argument  or  connexion  of  causes  and 
effects,  is  at  first  founded  on  those  characters  or  letters,  which 
are  seen  or  remembered,  and  that  without  the  authority 
either  of  the  memory  or  senses  our  whole  reasoning  wou'd 

'  [See  Introd.  $  284.] 
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be  chimerical  and  without  foundation.     Every  link  of  the     SECT, 
chain  wou'd   in  that  ease  hang  upon  another;    but  there       ^^- 
wou*d  not  be  any  thing  fix'd  to  one  end  of  it,  capable  of  of  the 
sustaining  the  whole ;  and  consequently  there  wou'd  be  no  component 
belief  nor  evidence.     And  this  actually  is  the  case  with  all  SSfreaw)!!. 
hypothetical  argument's,  or  reasonings  upon  a  supposition';  ings  con- 
there  being  in  them,  neither  any  present  impression,  nor  ^use^and 
belief  of  a  real  existence.  eflTect. 

I  need  not  observe,  that  'tis  no  just  objection  to  the 
present  doctrine,  that  we  can  reason  upon  our  past  con- 
clusions or  principles,  without  having  recourse  to  those 
impressions,  from  which  they  first;  arose.  For  even  supposing 
these  impressions  shou'd  be  entirely  efiFac'd  from  the  me- 
mory, the  conviction  they  produced  may  still  remain ;  and 
'tis  equally  true,  that  all  reasonings  concerning  causes  and 
effects  are  originally  deriv'd  from  some  impression ;  in  the 
same  manner,  as  the  assurance  of  a  demonstration  proceeds 
always  from  a  comparison  of  ideas,  tho'  it  may  continue 
after  the  comparison  is  forgot. 

Sect.  V. — Of  the  Impressions  of  the  Senses  and  Memory, 

In  this  kind  of  reasoning,  then,  from  causation,  we  employ 
materials,  which  are  of  a  mix'd  and  heterogeneous  nature, 
and  which,  however  connected,  are  yet  essentially  different 
from  each  other.  All  our  arguments  concerning  causes  and 
effects  consist  both  of  an  impression  of  the  memory  or 
senses,  and  of  the  idea  of  that  existence,  which  produces  the 
object  of  the  impression,  or  is  produced  by  it.  Here  there- 
fore we  have  three  things  to  explain,  via.  First,  The  original 
impression.  Secondly y  The  transition  to  the  idea  of  the  con- 
nected cause  or  effect.  Thirdly y  The  nature  and  qualities  of 
that  idea.^ 

As  to  those  impressionsy  which  arise  from  the  senses,  their 
ultimate  cause  is,  in  my  opinion,  perfectly  inexplicable  by 
^uman  reason,  and  'twill  always  be  impossible  to  decide 
certainty,  whether  they  arise  immediately  from  the 
object,  or  are  produced  by  the  creative  power  of  the  mind,  or 
are  deriv'd  from  the  author  of  our  being.  Nor  is  such  a 
question  any  way  material  to  our  present  purpose.  We 
may  draw  inferences  from  the  coherence  of  our  perceptions, 

>  [Ibid.  §  200.] 
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"whether  they  be  true  or  false ;  whether  they  represent  nature 
justly,  or  be  mere  illusions  of  the  senses. 

When  we  search  for  the  characteristic,  which  distinguishes 
the  memory  from  the  imagination,  we  must  immediately 
perceire,  that  it  cannot  lie  in  the  simple  ideas  it  presents  to 
us ;  since  both  these  faculties  borrow  their  simple  ideas 
from  the  impressions,  and  can  never  go  beyond  these  original 
perceptions.  These  faculties  are  as  little  distinguished  from 
each  other  by  the  arrangement  of  their  complex  ideas.  For 
tho'  it  be  a  peculiar  property  of  the  memory  to  preserve  the 
original  order  and  position  of  its  idcELS,  while  the  imagi- 
nation transposes  and  changes  them,  as  it  pleases ;  yet  this 
difference  is  not  sufficient  to  distinguish  them  in  their 
operation,  or  make  us  know  the  one  from  the  other;  it 
being  impossible  to  recal  the  past  impressions,  in  order  to 
compare  them  with  our  present  ideas,  and  see  whether  their 
arrangement  be  exactly  similar.  Since  therefore  the  memory 
is  known,  neither  by  the  order  of  its  complex  ideas,  nor  the 
nature  of  its  simple  oiiesji^  it  follows,  that  the  diffigrfipce 
betwixt  it^and  the  imagination  lifia_dn  its  supenojJbxcejiPid 
vivacitja.  A  man  may  indulge  his  fancy  In  feigning  any 
past  scene  of  adventures ;  nor  wou'd  there  be  any  possibility 
of  distinguishing  this  from  a  remembrance  of  a  like  kind, 
were  not  the  ideas  of  the  imagination  fainter  and  more 
obscure.* 

It  frequently  happens,  that  when  two  men  have  been 
engag'd  in  any  scene  of  action,  the  one  shall  remember  it 
much  better  than  the  other,  and  shall  have  all  the  difficulty 
in  the  world  to  make  his  companion  recollect  it.  He  runs 
over  several  circumstances  in  vain  ;  mentions  the  time,  the 
place,  the  company,  what  was  said,  what  was  done  on  all 
sides ;  tiU  at  last  he  hits  on  some  lucky  circumstance,  that 
revives  the  whole,  and  gives  his  friend  a  perfect  memory  of 
every  thing.  Here  the  person  that  forgets  receives  at  first 
all  the  ideas  from  the  discourse  of  the  other,  with  the  same 
circumstances  of  time  and  place;  tho'  he  considers  them 
as  mere  fictions  of  the  imagination.  But  as  soon  as  the 
circumstance  is  mentioned,  that  touches  the  memory,  the 
very  same  ideas  now  appear  in  a  new  light,  and  have,  in 
a  manner,  a  different  feeling  from  vdiat  they  had  before. 
Without  any  other  alteration,  beside  that  of  the  feeling, 

*  [The  two  folio-wing  paragraphs  were  added  in  the  Appendix. — Ed.] 
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they  become   immediately  ideas  of  the  memory,  and  are     sect. 
assented  to.  V- 

Since,  therefore,  the  imagination  can  represent  all  the  Oftheim- 
same  objects  J-hat  the  memory  can  offer  to  us,  and  since  pressionsof 
thps^Jaculties.  are  oijy  distinguish'd  by  the  diSerent  feeling  and 
of  theJdeaaJihey_  present,  it  may  be  proper  to  consider  what  memory, 
is  tiie  nature  of  that  feeling.     And  here  I  believe  every  one 
wUl  readily  agree  with  me,  that  the  ideas  of  the  memory  are 

mnrft  afffynxi  aT\fl  Uv^^y  ^^^QT,  fVirian  /^f  fVi^  fa,n((y 

A  painter,  who  intended  to  represent  a  passion  or  emotion 
of  any  kind,  wou'd  endeavour  to  get  a  sight  of  a  person 
actuated  by  a  like  emotion,  in  order  to  enliven  his  ideas, 
and  give  them  a  force  and  vivacity  superior  to  what  is 
found  in  those,  which  are  mere  fictions  of  the  imagination. 
The  more  recent  this  memory  is,  the  clearer  is  the  idea ;  and 
when  after  a  long  interval  he  wou'd  return  to  the  con- 
templation of  his  object,  he  always  finds  its  idea  to  be  much 
decay'd,  if  not  wholly  obliterated.  We  are  fi^equently  in 
doubt  concerning  the  ideas  of  the  memory,  as  they  become 
very  weak  and  feeble ;  and  are  at  a  loss  to  determine  whether 
any  image  proceeds  from  the  fancy  or.  the  memory,  when  it 
is  not  drawn  in  such  lively  colours  as  distinguish  that  latter 
faculty.  I  think,  I  remember  such  an  event,  says  one  ;  but 
am  not  sure.  A  long  tract  of  time  has  almost  worn  it  out 
of  my  memory,  and  leaves  me  uncertain  whether  or  not  it 
be  the  pure  offspring  of  my  fancy. 

And  as  an  idea  of  the  memory,  by  losing  its  force  and  \ 
vivacity,  may  degenerate  to  such  a  degree,  as  to  be  taken  for 
an  idea  of  the  imagination ;  so  on  the  other  hand  an  idea  of 
the  imagination  may  acquire  such  a  force  and  vivacity,  as  to 
pass  for  an  idea  of  the  memory,  and  counterfeit  its  effects 
on  the  belief  and  judgment.  This  is  noted  in  the  case  of 
liars;  who  by  the  frequent  repetition  of  their  lies,  come 
at  last  to  believe  and  remember  them,  as  realities ;  custom 
and  habit  having  in  this  case,  as  in  many  others,  the  same 
influence  on  the  mind  as  nature,  and  infixing  the  idea  with 
equal  force  and  vigour. 

Thus  it  appears,  that  the  helief  or  assent,  which  always 
attends  the  memory  and  senses,  is  nothing  but  the  vivacity 
of  those  perceptions  they  present;  and  that  this  alone 
distinguishes  them  from  the  imagination.  To  believe  is  in 
this  case  to  feel  an  immediate  impression  of  the  senses,  or  a 
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repetition  of  that  impression  in  the  memory.  'Tis  merely 
the  force  and  liveliness  of  the  perception,  which  constitutes 
the  first  act  of  the  judgment,  and  lays  the  foundation  of  that 
reasoning,  which  we  build  upon  it,  when  we  trace  the  relation 
of  cause  and  effect. 

Sect.  VI. — Of  the  Inference  from  the  Impreasiorb  to  the  Idea. 

'Tis  easy  to  observe,  that  in  tracing  this  relation,  the  in- 
ference we  draw  from  cause  to  effect,  is  not  derir'd  merely 
from  a  survey  of  these  particular  objects,  and  from  such  a 
penetration  into  their  essences  as  may  discover  the  de- 
pendance  of  the  one  upon  the  other.  There  is  no  object, 
which  implies  the  existence  of  any  other  if  we  consider  these 
objects  in  themselves,  and  never  look  beyond  the  ideas  which 
we  form  of  them.  Such  an  inference  wou'd  amount  to 
knowledge,  and  wou'd  imply  the  absolute  contradiction  and 
impossibility  of  conceiving  any  thing  different.  But  as  all 
distinct  ideas  are  separable,  'tis  evident  there  can  be  no 
impossibility  of  that  kind.  When  we  pass  from  a  present 
impression  to  the  idea  of  any  object,  we  might  possibly  have 
separated  the  idea  from  the  impression,  and  have  substituted 
any  ofher  idea  in  its  room. 

'Tis  therefore  by  experience  only,  that  we  can  infer  the 
existence  of  one  object  from  that  of  another.  The  nature 
of  experience  is  this.  We  remember  to  have  had  frequent 
instances  of  the  existence  of  one  species  of  objects ;  and  also 
remember,  that  the  individuals  of  another  species  of  objects 
haVe  always  attended  them,  and  have  existed  in  a  regular 
order  of  contiguity  and  succession  with  regard  to  them. 
Thus  we  remember,  to  have  seen  that  species  of  object  we 
call /am€,  and  to  have  felt  that  species  of  sensation  we  call 
heat.  We  likewise  call  to  mind  their  constant  conjunction 
in  all  past  instances.  Without  any  farther  ceremony,  we 
call  the  one  coAJise  and  the  other  effect^  and  infer  the  existence 
of  the  one  from  that  of  the  other.*  In  aU  those  instances, 
from  which  we  learn  the  conjunction  of  particular  causes 
and  effects,  both  the  causes  and  effects  have  been  perceiv'd 
by  the  senses,  and  are  remember'd :  But  in  all  cases,  wherein 
we  reason  concerning  them,  there  is  only  one  perceiv'd  or 
remember'd,  and  the  other  is  supply'd  in  conformity  to  our 
past  experience. 

'  [See  Introd,  §§  284  and  311.] 
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Thus  in  advancing  we  have  insensibly  discovered  a  new     sect. 
relation  betwixt  canse  and  effect,  when  we  least  expected  it,  ^_    /  _. 
and  were  entirely  employed  npon  another  subject.      This  Ofthein- 
relation  is  their  oonstant^conjunotion.     Contiguity  and  ?™"^ 
succession  are  not  suMcient  to  make  us  pronounce  any  two  impression 
objects  to  be  cause  and  effect,  unless  we  perceive,  that  these  ^  *^®  ^^®*- 
two  relations  are  preserved  in  several  instances.     We  may 
now  see  the  advantage  of  quitting  the  direct  survey  of  this 
relation,  in  order  to  discover  the  nature  of  that  necessary 
connexion,  which  makes  so  essential  a  part  of  it.     There  are 
hopes,  that  by  this  means  we  may  at  last  arrive  at  our  pro- 
posed end ;  tho'  to  tell  the  truth,  this  new-discover'd  relation 
of  a  constant  conjunction  seems  to  advance  us  but  very  little 
in  our  way.    For  it  implies  no  more  than  this,  that  like  objects 
have  always  been  plac'd  in  like  relations  of  contiguiiy  and 
succession ;  and  it  seems  evident,  at  least  at  first  sight,  that 
by  this  means  we  can  never  discover  any  new  idea,  and  can 
only  multiply,  but  not  enlarge  the  objects  of  our  mind.     It 
noiay  be  thought,  that  what  we  learn  not  from  one  object,  we 
can  never  learn  from  a  hundred,  which  are  all  of  the  same 
kind,  and  are  perfectly  resembling  in  every  circumstance. 
As  our  senses  shew  us  in  one  instance  two  bodies,  or  nu)tions, 
or  qualities  in  certain  relations  of  succession  and  contiguity; 
so  our  memory  presents  us  only  with  a  multitude  of  instances, 
wherein  we  always  find  like  bodies,  motions,  or  qualities  in 
like  relations.     From  the  mere  repetition  of  any  past  im- 
pression, even  to  infinity,  there  never  will  arise  any  new 
original  idea,  such  as  that  of  a  necessary  connexion ;  and 
the  number  of  impressions  has  in  this  case  no  more  effect 
than  if  we  confin'd  ourselves  to  one  only.     But  tho*  this 
reasoning  seems  just  and  obvious  \  yet  as  it  wou'd  be  folly 
to  despair  too  soon,'  we  shall  continue  the  thread  of  our 
discourse ;  and  having  found,  that  after  the  discovery  of  the 
constant  conjunction  of  any  objects,  we  always  draw  an  in- 
ference from  one  object  to  another,  we  shall  now  examine 
the  nature  of  that  inference,  and  of  the  transition  from  the 
impression  to  the  idea.    Perhaps  'twill  appear  in  the  end,  that   f 
the  necessary  connexion  depends  on  the  inference,  instead  of  ^ 
the  inference's  depending  on  the  necessary  connexion. 

Since  it  appears,  that  the  transition  from  an  impression 
present  to  the  memory  or  senses  to  the  idea  of  an  object, 
which  we  call  cause  or  effect,  is  founded  on  past  exp&riencey 
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PART     and  on  our  remembrance  of  their  constant  conjunction,  the 
.    ^^^*    .  next  question  is.  Whether  experience  produces  the  idea  by 
Of  know-     means  of  the  understanding  or  imagination;  whether  -we 
ledge  and    are  determined  by  reason  to  make  the  transition,  or  by  a 
Smty.         certain  association  and  relation  of  perceptions.     H  reason 
determin'd  ns,  it  wou*d  proceed  upon  that  principle,  tluU 
instances,  of  which  we  have  had  no  experience,  miist  resemble 
those,  of  which  we  have  had  experience,  and  that  the  course  of 
nature  contvrmes  always  uniformly  the  same.     In  order  there- 
fore to  clear  up  this  matter,  let  us  consider  all  the  arguments, 
upon  which  such  a  proposition  may  be  suppos'd  to  be  founded ; 
and  as  these  must  be  deriv'd  either  from  knowledge  or  proba^ 
bility,  let  us  cast  our  eye  on  each  of  these  degrees  of  evidence, 
and  see  whether  they  afford  any  just   conclusion  of  this 
nature. 

Our  foregding  method  of  reasoning  will  easily  convince 
us,  that  there  can  be  no  demonstrative  arguments  to  prove, 
that  those  instances,  of  which  we  have  had  no  experience,  resemble 
those,  of  which  we  have  had  experience.  We  can  at  least  con- 
ceive a  change  in  the  course  of  nature;  which  suflSciently 
proves,  that  such  a  change  is  not  absolutely  impossible.  To 
form  a  clear  idea  of  any  thing,  is  an  undeniable  argument 
for  its  possibility,  and  is  alone  a  refutation  of  any  pretended 
demonstration  against  it. . 

Probability,  as  it  discovers  not  the  relations  of  ideas, 
consider'd  as  such,  but  only  those  of  objects,  must  in  some 
respects  be  founded  on  the  impressions  of  our  memory  and 
senses,  and  in  some  respects  on  our  ideas.  Were  there  no 
mixture  of  any  impression  in  our  probable  reasonings,  the 
conclusion  wou'd  be  entirely  chimerical :  And  were  there  no 
mixture  of  ideas,  the  action  of  the  mind,  in  observing  the 
relation,  wou'd,  properly  speaking,  be  sensation,  not  reason- 
ing. 'Tis  therefore  necessary,  that  in  all  probable  reasonings 
there  be  something  present  to  the  mind,  either  seen  or  re- 
member'd;  and  that  from  this  we  infer  something  connected 
with  it,  which  is  not  seen  nor  remember'd. 

The  only  connexion  or  relation  of  objects,  which  can  lead 
us  beyond  the  immediate  impressions  of  our  memory  and 
senses,  is  that  of  cause  and  effect ;  and  that  because  'tis  the 
only  one,  on  which  we  can  found  a  just  inference  from  one 
object  to  another.  The  idea  of  cause  and  effect  is  deriv'd 
from  experience,  which  informs  us,  that  such  particular  objects. 
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in  all  past  instances,  have  been  constantly  conjoin'd  with     SECT. 
each  other :  And  as  an  object  similar  to  one  of  these  is  sup-  .    ^^' 


pos'd  to  be  immediately  present  in  its  impression,  we  thence  of  the  in- 
presume  on  the  existence  of  one  similar  to  its  usual  attendant.  ^eJ^nc® 
According  to  this  account  of  things,  which  is,  I  think,  in  impreMion 
every  point  unquestionable,  probability  is  founded  on  the  to  the  idea. 
presumption  of  a  resemblance  betwixt  those  objects,  of  wrhich 
Tve  have  had  experience,  and  those,  of  which  we  have  had 
none ;   and  therefore  'tis  impossible  this  presumption   can 
arise  from  probability.     The  same  principle  cannot  be  both 
the  cause  and  effect  of  another ;  and  this  is,  perhaps,  the 
only  proposition  concerning  that  relation,  which   is   either 
intuitively  or  demonstratively  certain. 

Shou'd  any  one  think  to  elude  this  argument ;  and  without 
determining  whether  our  reasoning  on  this  subject  be  deriv'd 
from  demonstration  or  probability,  pretend  that  all  con- 
clusions from  causes  and  effects  are  built  on  solid  reasoning : 
I  can  only  desire,  that  this  reasoning  may  be  produc'd,  in 
order  to  be  expos'd  to  our  examination.  It  may,  perhaps, 
be  said,  that  after  experience  of  the  constant  conjunction  of 
certain  objects,  we  reason  in  the  following  manner.  Such  an 
object  is  always  found  to  produce  another.  'Tis  impossible 
it  cou'd  have  this  effect,  if  it  was  not  endowed  with  a  power 
of  production.  The  power  necessarily  implies  the  effect ; 
and  therefore  there  is  a  just  foundation  for  drawing  a 
conclusion  from  the  existence  of  one  object  to  that  of  its 
usual  attendant.  The  past  production  implies  a  power: 
The  power  implies  a  new  production :  And  the  new  pro- 
duction is  what  we  infer  from  the  power  and  the  past 
production. 

*Twere  easy  for  me  to  shew  the  weakness  of  this  reasoning, 
were  I  willing  to  make  use  of  those  observations,  I  have 
already  made,  that  the  idea  of  production  is  the  same  with 
that  of  cavsationy  and  that  no  existence  certainly  and  de- 
monstratively implies  a  power  in  any  other  object ;  or  were 
it  proper  to  anticipate  what  I  shall  have  occasion  to  remark 
afterwards  concerning  the  idea  we  form  ot  power  smd  efficacy. 
But  as  such  a  method  of  proceeding  may  seem  either  to 
weaken  my  system,  by  resting  one  part  of  it  on  another,  or 
to  breed  a  confusion  in  my  reasoning,  I  shall  endeavour  to 
maintain  my  present  assertion  without  any  such  assistance. 

It  shall  therefore  be  allow'd  for  a  moment,  that  the  pro- 
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FART  daction  of  one  object  bj  another  in  anj  one  instance  implies 
^^^-  ^  a  power ;  and  that  this  power  is  connected  with  its  effect. 
Of  know-  But  it  having  been  abreadj  proy'd,  that  the  power  lies  not  in 
ledge  and  the  sensible  qualities  of  the  cause ;  and  there  being  nothing 
bSity.  l>^*  *1^®  sensible  qualities  present  to  us ;  I  ask,  why  in  other 
instances  you  presume  that  the  same  power  still  exists, 
merely  upon  the  appearance  of  these  qualities?  Your 
appeal  to  past  experience  decides  nothing  in  the  present 
case ;  and  at  the  utmost  can  only  prove,  that  that  very  object, 
which  produced  any  other,  was  at  that  very  instant  endowed, 
with  such  a  power ;  but  can  never  prove,  that  the  same  power 
must  continue  in  the  same  object  or  collection  of  sensible 
qualities ;  much  less,  that  a  like  power  is  always  conjoin'd 
with  like  sensible  qualities.  Shou'd  it  be  said,  that  we  have 
experience,  that  the  same  power  continues  united  with  the 
same  object,  and  that  like  objects  are  endow'd  with  like 
powers,  I  wou'd  renew  my  question,  why  from  this  experience 
we  form  any  conclusion  beyond  those  past  instancesy  of  which  we 
have  had  experience.  If  you  answer  this  question  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  preceding,  your  answer  gives  still 
occasion  to  a  new  question  of  the  same  kind,  even  in  in- 
finitum ;  which  clearly  proves,  tliat  the  foregoing  reasoning 
had  no  just  foundation. 

Thus  not  only  our  reason  fails  us  in  the  discovery  of  the 
ultimate  connexion  of  causes  and  effects,  but  even  after  ex- 
perience has  inform'd  us  of  their  constamrt  conjunction,  *tis 
impossible  for  us  to  satisfy  ourselves  by  our  reason,  why  we 
shou'd  extend  that  experience  beyond  those  particular  in- 
stances, which  have  fallen  under  our  observation.  We  suppose, 
but  are  never  able  to  prove,  that  there  must  be  a  resemblance 
betwixt  those  objects,  of  which  we  have  had  experience,  and 
those  which  lie  beyond  the  reach  of  our  discovery. 

We  have  abeady  taken  notice  of  certain  relations,  which 
make  us  pass  from  one  object  to  another,  even  tho*  there  be 
no  reason  to  determine  us  to  that  transition ;  and  this  we 
may  establish  for  a  general  rule,  that  wherever  the  mind 
constantly  and  uniformly  makes  a  transition  without  any 
reason,  it  is  influenc'd  by  these  relations.  Now  this  is 
exactly  the  present  case.  Season  can  never  shew  us  the 
connexion  of  one  object  with  another,  tho*  aided  by  ex- 
perience, and  the  observation  of  their  constant  conjunction 
in  all  past  instances.      When  the  mind,  therefore,  passes 


Sect.  VL  OF  THE  UNDERSTANDING.  393 

from  the  idea  or  impression  of  one  object  to  the  idea  or     SECT, 
belief  of  another,  it  is  not  determined  by  reason,  but  by  ^ 


certain  principles,  which  associate   together  the  ideas  of  of  the  in- 
these  objects,  and  unite  them  in  the  imagination.      Had  J®'®"^^^ 
ideas  no  more  union  in  the  fancy  than  objects  seem  to  have  impression 
to  the  understanding,  we  cou'd  never  draw  any  inference  from  ^  ^^  i^^ 
causes  to  effects,  nor  repose  belief  in  any  matter  of  fact.   The 
inference,  therefore,  depends  solely  on  the  Union  of  ideas. 

The  principles  of  union  among  ideas,  I  have  reduc'd  to 
three  general  ones,  and  have  asserted,  that  the  idea  or 
impression  of  any  object  naturally  introduces  the  idea  of  any 
other  object,  that  is  resembling,  contiguous  to,  or  connected 
with  it.  These  principles  I  allow  to  be  neither  the  infallible 
nor  the  sole  causes  of  an  union  among  ideas.  They  are  not 
the  infallible  causes.  For  one  may  fix  his  attention  during 
Bome  time  on  anyone  object  without  looking  farther.  They  are 
not  the  sole  causes.  For  the  thought  has  evidently  a  very 
irregular  motion  in  running  along  its  objects,  and  may  leap 
from  the  heavens  to  the  earth,  from  one  end  of  the  creation 
to  the  other,  without  any  certain  niethod  or  order.  But 
tho'  I  allow  this  weakness  in  these  three  relations,  and  this 
irregularity  in  the  imagination ;  yet  I  assert  that  the  only 
general  principles,  which  associate  ideas,  are  resemblance, 
contiguity  and  causation. 

There  is  indeed  a  principle  of  union  among  ideas,  which 
at  first  sight  may  be  esteemed  different  from  any  of  these, 
but  will  be  found  at  the  bottom  to  depend  on  the  same 
origin.  When  ev*ry  individual  of  any  species  of  objects  is 
found  by  experience  to  be  constantly  united  with  an  indi- 
vidual of  another  species,  the  appearance  of  any  new  indi- 
vidual of  either  species  naturally  conveys  the  thought  to  its 
usual  attendant.  Thus  because  such  a  particular  idea  is 
commonly  annexed  to  such  a  particular  word,  nothing  is  re- 
quired but  the  hearing  of  that  word  to  produce  the  corre- 
spondent idea ;  and  'twill  scarce  be  possible  for  the  mind, 
by  its  utmost  efforts,  to  prevent  that  transition.  In  this  case 
it  is  not  absolutely  necessary,  that  upon  hearing  such  a  par- 
ticular sound,  we  shou'd  reflect  on  any  past  experience,  and 
consider  what  idea  has  been  usually  connected  with  the 
sound.  The  imagination  of  itself  supplies  the  place  of  this 
reflection,  and  is  so  accustom'd  to  pass  from  the  word  to  the 
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idea,  that  it  interposes  not  a  moment's  delaj  betwixt  the 
hearing  of  the  one,  and  the  conception  of  the  other. 

But  tho'  I  acknowledge  this  to  be  a  true  principle  of  asso- 
ciation among  ideas,  I  assert  it  to  be  the  very  same  ^with 
that  betwixt  the  ideas  of  cause  and  effect,  and  to   be  an 
essential  part  in  all  our  reasonings  from  that  relation.      'We 
have  no  other  notion  of  cause  and  effect,  but  that  of  certam 
objects,  which  have  been  always  conjoined  together,  and  which 
in  all  past  instances  have  been  found  inseparable.    We  can- 
not penetrate  into  the  reason  of  the  conjunction.     We  onlj 
observe  the  thing  itself,  and  always  find  that  fix)m  the  con- 
stant   conjunction   the    objects    acquire    an  imion   iu  the 
imagination.    When  the  impression  of  one  becomes  present 
to  us,  we  immediately  form  an  idea  of  its  usual  attendant; 
and  consequently  we  may  establish  this  as  one  part  of  the 
definition  of  an  opinion  or  belief,  that  'tis  an  idea  related  to 
or  associated  with  a  present  impression. 

Thus  tho'  causation  be  a  philosophical  relation,  as  implying 
contiguity,  succession,  and  constant  conjunction,  yet  'tis  only 
so  far  as  it  is  a  natwral  relation^  ^.nd  produces  an  union 
among  our  ideas,  that  we  are  able  to  reason  upon  it,  or  draw 
any  inference  from  it.* 


Seot.  VII. — Of  the  Nature  of  the  Idea  or  Belief 

The  idea  of  an  object  is  an  essential  part  of  the  belief  of 
it,  but  not  the  whole.  We  conceive  many  things,  which  we 
do  not  believe.  In  order  then  to  discover  more  fully  the 
nature  of  belief,  or  the  qualities  of  those  ideas  we  assent  to, 
let  us  weigh  the  following  considerations. 

'Tis  evident,  that  all  reasonings  from  causes  or  effects  ter- 
minate in  conclusions,  concerning  matter  of  fact ;  that  is, 
concerning  the  existence  of  objects  or  of  their  qualities. 
'Tis  also  evident,  that  the  idea  of  existence  is  nothing 
different  from  the  idea  of  any  object,  and  that  when  after 
the  simple  conception  of  any  thing  we  wou'd  conceive  it  as 
existent,  we  in  reality  make  no  addition  to  or  alteration  on 
our  first  idea.  Thus  when  we  affirm,  that  God  is  existent, 
we  simply  form  the  idea  of  such  a  being,  as  he  is  represented 
to  us ;  nor  is  the  existence,  which  we  attribute  to  him,  con- 
ceiv'd  by  a  particular  idea,  which  we  join  to  the  idea  of 

»  [See  Introd.  §§  316  aud  ff] 
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b.is  other  quaJities,  and  can  again  separate  and  distinguish     SECT. 
from  them.     But  I  go  farther ;  and  not  content  with  assert-  .   ^^^'   . 
ing,  that  the  conception  of  the  existence  of  any  object  is  no  oMhe 
stddition  to  the  simple  conception  of  it,  I  likewise  maintain,  nature  of 
tliat  the  belief  of  the  existence  joins  no  new  ideas  to  those,  belief. 
-which  compose  the  idea  of  the  object.     When  I  think  of 
Ged,  when  I  think  of  him  as  existent,  and  when  I  believe 
Iiim  to  be  existent,  mj  idea  of  him  neither  encreases  nor 
diminishes.^     But  as  'tis  certain  there  is  a  great  difference 
betwixt  the  simple  conception  of  the  existence  of  an  object, 
and  the  belief  of  it,  and  as  this  difference  lies  not  in  the 
parts  or  composition  of  the  idea,  which  we  conceive  ;  it  fol- 
lows, that  it  must  lie  in  the  manner,  in  which  we  conceive  it.* 

Suppose  a  person  present  with  me,  who  advances  proposi- 
tions, to  which  I  do  not  assent,  that  Csesar  dy^d  in  his  bed,  that 
silver  is  more  fusible  than  lead,  or  mercury  heavier  than  gold  ; 
'tis  evident,  that  notwithstanding  my  incredulity,  I  clearly 
understand  his  meaning,  and  form  all  the  same  ideas,  which 
he  forms.  My  imagination  is  endow'd  with  the  same 
powers  as  his ;  nor  is  it  possible  for  him  to  conceive  any  idea, 
which  I  cannot  conceive ;  nor  conjoin  any,  which  I  cannot 
conjoin.  I  therefore  ask.  Wherein  consists  the  difference 
betwixt  believing  and  disbelieving  any  proposition?  The 
answer  is  easy  with  regard  to  propositions,  that  are  proved 
by  intuition  or  demonstration.  In  that  case,  the  person,  who 
assents,  not  only  conceives  the  ideas  according  to  the  proposi- 
tion, but  is  necessarily  determined  to  conceive  them  in  that 
particular  manner,  either  immediately  or  by  the  interposi- 
tion of  other  ideas.  Whatever  is  absurd  is  unintelligible ;  nor 
is  it  possible  for  the  imagination  to  conceive  any  thing  con- 
trary to  a  demonstration.  But  as  in  reasonings  from  causa- 
tion, and  concerning  matters  of  fact,  this  absolute  necessity 
cannot  take  place,  and  the  imagination  is  free  to  conceive 
both  sides  of  the  question,  I  still  ask.  Wherein  consists 
the  difference  betwixt  incredulity  and  belief?  since  in  both 
cases  the  conception  of  the  idea  is  equally  possible  and 
requisite. 

'Twill  not  be  a  satisfactory  answer  to  say,  that  a  person, 
who  does  not  assent  to  a  proposition  you  advance;  after  hav- 
ing conceived  the  object  in  the  same  manner  with  you ;  imme- 

»  [Cf.  Locke,  Essay  IV.  i.  §  7 ;  and      409,  ed.  Hartenstein.] 
Kant,    *  Kxitik  der  reinen  Vernunft,'  p.  »  [See  Introd/§  291.] 
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diatelj  conceives  it  in  a  different  manner,  and  has  different 
ideas  of  it.     This  answer  is  unsatisfactory;  not  because 
it  contains  any  falshood,  bat  because  it  discovers  not  all  the 
truth.   'Tis  confest,  that  in  all  cases,  wherein  we  dissent  from 
any  person,  we  conceive  both  sides  of  the  question  ;  but  as 
we  can  believe  only  one,  it  evidently  follows,  that  the  belief 
must  make  some  difference  betwixt  that  conception  to  which 
we   assent,   and  that  from  which  we  dissent.    We    may 
mingle,  and  unite,  and  separate,  and  confound,  and  vary  our 
ideas  in  a  hundred  different  ways ;  but  'till  there  appears 
some  principle,  which  fixes  one  of  these  different  situations, 
we  have   in  reality  no  opinion:   And  this   principle,  as  it 
plainly  makes  no  addition  to  our  precedent  ideas,  can  onlj 
change  the  manner  of  our  conceiving  them. 

All  the  perceptions  of  the  mind  are  of  two  kinds,  viz. 
impressions  and  ideas,  which  differ  from  each  other  only  in 
their  different  degrees  of  force  and  vivacity.*  Our  ideas  are 
copy'd  from  our  impressions,  and  represent  them  in  all  their 
parts.  When  you  wou'd  any  way  vary  the  idea  of  a  par- 
ticular object,  you  can  only  encrease  or  diminish  its  force  and 
vivacity.  If  you  make  any  other  change  on  it,  it  repre- 
sents a  different  object  or  impression.  The  case  is  the  same 
as  in  colours.  A  particular  shade  of  any  colour  may  acquire 
a  new  degree  of  liveliness  or  brightness  without  any  other 
variation.  But  when  you  produce  any  other  variation,  'tis 
no  longer  the  same  shade  or  colour.  So  that  as  belief  does 
nothing  but  vary  the  manner,  in  which  we  conceive  any 
object,  it  can  only  bestow  on  our  ideas  an  additional  force  and 
vivacity.  An  opinion,  therefore,  or  belief  may  be  most 
accurately  defined,  A  lively  idea  belated  to  ob  associated 

WITH  A  PBE8BNT  IMPBES8I0N.* 


*  [In  the  Appendix  this  statement 
is  corrected.  See  last  page,  and  the 
note  there  added.] 

•  We  may  here  take  occasion  to  oh- 
serve  a  very  remarkable  error,  which 
being  frequently  inculcated  in  the 
schools,  has  become  a  kind  of  established 
maxim,  and  is  universally  received  by 
all  logicians.  This  error  consists  in  the 
vulgar  division  of  the  acts  of  the  under- 
standing, into  conception,  judgment  and 
rcasfminff,  and  in  the  definitions  we  give 
of  them.  Conception  is  defin'd  to  be  the 
simple  survey  of  one  or  more  ideas :  Judg- 
ment to  be  the  separating  or  uniting  of 


different  ideas:  Reasoning  to  be  the  sepa- 
rating or  uniting  of  different  ideas  by  the 
interposition  of  others,  which  show  the  re- 
lation they  bear  to  each  other.  But  these 
distinctions  and  definitions  are  faulty 
in  very  considerable  articles.  For  Jirst, 
*tis  far  from  being  true,  that  in  every 
judgment,  which  we  form,  we  unite  two 
different  ideas ;  since  in  that  proposi- 
tion, God  i9,  or  indeed  any  other,  which 
regards  existence,  the  idea  of  existence 
is  no  distinct  idea,  which  we  unite  with 
that  of  the  object,  and  which  is  capable 
of  forming  a  compound  idea  by  the 
union.     Secondly,  An  we  can  thus  form 
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Here  are  the  heads  of  those  arguments,  which  lead  us  to     SECT. 


VII. 


±lnB  conclusion.     When  we  infer  the  existence  of  an  object 
from  that  of  others,  some  object  must  always  be  present  Of  the 
either  to  the  memory  or  senses,  in  order  to  be  the  foundation  °*^^®  ^^ 
of  our  reasonmg ;  smce  the  mind  cannot  run  up  with  its  belief, 
inferences  in  infinitum,     Season  can  never  satisfy  us  that 
the  existence  of  any  one  object  does  ever  imply  that  of 
another ;  so  that  when  we  pass  from  the  impression  of  one 
to  the  idea  or  belief  of  another,  we  are  not  determin'd  by 
reason,  but  by  custom  or  a  principle  of  association.     But 
belief  is  somewhat  more  than  a  simple  idea.  'Tis  a  particular 
manner  of  forming  an  idea:    And  as  the  same   idea  can 
only  be  vary'd  by  a  variation  of  its  degrees  of  force  and 
vivacity ;  it  follows  upon  the  whole,  that  belief  is  a  lively 
idea  produced  by  a  relation  to  a  present  impression,  accord- 
ing to  the  foregoing  definition.^ 

This  operation  of  the  mind,  which  forms  the  belief  of  any 
matter  of  fact,  seems  hitherto  to  have  been  one  of  the 
greatest  mysteries  of  philosophy ;  tho'  no  one  has  so  much 
as  suspected,  that  there  was  any  difficulty  in  explaining  it. 
For  my  part  I  must  own,  that  I  find  a  considerable  difficulty 
in  the  case ;  and  that  even  when  I  think  I  understand  the 
subject  perfectly,  I  am  at  a  loss  for  terms  to  express  my 
meaning.  I  conclude,  by  an  induction  which  seems  to  me 
very  evident,  that  an  opinion  or  belief  is  nothing  but  an 
idea,  that  is  different  from  a  fiction,  not  in  the  nature,  or  the 
order  of  its  parts,  but  in  the  manner  of  its  being  conceiv'd. 
But  when  I  wou'd  explain  this  mannery  I  scarce  find  any 
word  that  fiiUy  answers  the  case,  but  am  oblig'd  to  have 


a  proposition,  which  contains  only  one 
idea,  so  we  may  exert  our  reason  with- 
out employing  more  than  two  ideas,  and 
without  haying  recourse  to  a  third  to 
serve  as  a  medium  betwixt  them.  We 
infer  a  cause  immediately  from  its  effect ; 
and  this  inference  is  not  only  a  true 
species  of  reasoning,  but  the  strongest 
of  all  others,  and  more  convincing  than 
when  we  interpose  another  idea  to  con- 
nect the  two  extremes.    What  we  may     _  __  __  _.-__-^    „     ^^^ —  «.^ 

in  general  afifirm  concerning  these  three  hypothesis  concerning  it;  wnich  is,  that 
acts  of  the  understanding  is,  that  taking  'tis  only  a  strong  and  steady  conception  of 
them  in  a  proper  light,  they  all  resolve  -^        ^     ^ 

themselves  into  the  t  rst,  and  are  no- 
thing but  particular  ways  of  conceiving 
our  objects.  Whether  we  consider  a 
single  object,  or  several;  whether  we 


dwell  on  these  objects,  or  run  from  them 
to  others;  and  in  whatever  form  or  order 
we  survey  them,  the  act  of  the  mind  ex- 
ceeds not  a  simple  conception ;  and  the 
only  remarkable  difference,  which  occurs 
on  this  occasion,  is,  when  we  join  belief 
to  the  conception,  and  are  perswaded  of 
the  truth  of  what  we  conceive.  This 
act  of  the  mind  has  never  yet  been  ex- 
plain'd  by  any  philosopher;  and  there- 
fore I  am  at  liberty  to  propose  my 


any  idea,  and  such  as  approaches  in  some 
measure  to  an  immediate  impression. 

'  [The  following  paragraph  was  added 
in  the  Appendix. — Ed.] 
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PART  recourse  to  every  one's  feeling,  in  order  to  give  Lim  a  perfect 
^_  /  _^  notion  of  this  operation  of  the  mind.  An  idea  assented  to 
Of  know-  feels  different  from  a  fictitious  idea,  that  the  fancj  alone 
ledge  and  presents  to  US:  And  this  different  feeling  I  endeavour  to 
bility.  explain  by  calling  it  a  superior  force^  or  vivacity ,  or  solidity^ 
or  firmness^  or  steadiness.  This  variety  of  terms,  which  may 
seem  so  unphilosophical,  is  intended  only  to  express  that  act 
of  the  mind,  which  renders  realities  more  present  to  us  than 
fictions,  causes  them  to  weigh  more  in  the  thought,  and 
gives  them  a  superior  influence  on  the  passions  and  imagi- 
nation. Provided  we  agree  about  the  thing,  'tis  needless  to 
dispute  about  the  terms.  The  imagination  has  the  command 
over  all  its  ideas,  and  can  join,  and  mix,  and  vary  them  in 
all  the  ways  possible.  It  may  conceive  objects  with  all  the 
circumstances  of  place  and  time.  It  may  set  them,  in  a 
manner,  before  our  eyes  in  their  true  colours,  just  as  they 
might  have  existed.  But  as  it  is  impossible,  that  that 
faculty  can  ever,  of  itself,  reach  belief,  'tis  evident,  that 
belief  consists  not  in  the  nature  and  order  of  our  ideas,  but 
in  the  manner  of  their  conception,  and  in  their  feeling  to  the 
mind.  I  confess,  that  'tis  impossible  to  explain  perfectly 
this  feeling  or  manner  of  conception.  We  may  make  use  of 
words,  that  express  something  near  it.  But  its  true  and 
proper  name  is  belief ^  which  is  a  term  that  every  one  suffi- 
ciently understands  in  conmion  life.  And  in  philosophy  we 
can  go  no  farther,  than  assert,  that  it  is  something  felt  by 
the  mind,  which  distinguishes  the  ideas  of  the  judgment 
from  the  fictions  of  the  imagination.  It  gives  them  more 
force  and  influence ;  makes  them  appear  of  greater  import- 
ance; infixes  them  in  the  mind;  and  renders  them  the 
governing  principles  of  all  our  actions. 

This  definition  will  also  be  found  to  be  entirely  conform- 
able to  every  one's  feeling  and  experience.  Nothing  is  more 
evident,  than  that  those  ideas,  to  which  we  assent,  are  more 
strong,  firm  and  vivid,  than  the  loose  reveries  of  a  castle- 
builder.  If  one  person  sits  down  to  read  a  book  as  a 
romance,  and  another  as  a  true  history,  they  plainly  receive 
the  same  ideas,  and  in  the  same  order ;  nor  does  the  incre- 
dulity of  the  one,  and  the  belief  of  the  other  hinder  them 
from  putting  the  very  same  sense  upon  their  author.  His 
words  produce  the  same  ideas  in  both ;  tho'  his  testimony 
has  not  the  same  influence  on  them.     The  latter  has  a  more 
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lively  conception  of  all  the  Incidents.     He  enters  deeper  into     sect. 
the  concerns  of  the  persons:   represents  to  himself  their  .    ^^      . 
actions,  and  characters,  and  friendships,  and  enmities :  He  of  the 
eyen  goes  so  far  as  to  form  a  notion  of  their  features,  and  ^^^J^?  ^^ 
air,  and  person.     While  the  former,  who  gives  no  credit  to  belief. 
the  testimony  of  the  author,  has  a  more  faint  and  languid 
conception  of  all  these  particulars ;  and  except  on  account  of 
the  style  and  ingenuity  of  the  composition,  can  receive  little 
entertainment  from  it. 

Sect.  VIII. — Of  the  Causes  of  Belief 

Having  thus  explained  the  nature  of  belief,  and  shewn 
that  it  consists  in  a  lively  idea  related  to  a  present  impres- 
sion ;  let  us  now  proceed  to  examine  from  what  principles  it 
is  deriv'd,  and  what  bestows  the  vivacity  on  •the  idea. 

I  wou'd  willingly  establish  it  as  a  general  maxim  in  the 
science  of  human  nature,  that  when  any  impression  becomes 
present  to  us,  it  not  only  transports  the  mind  to  such  ideas  as 
are  related  to  it,  hut  likewise  communicates  to  them  a  share  of 
its  force  and  vivacity.  All  the  operations  of  the  mind 
depend  in  a  great  measure  on  its  disposition,  when  it  per- 
forms them ;  and  according  as  the  spirits  are  more  or  less 
elevated,  and  the  attention  more  or  less  fix'd,  the  action 
will  always  have  more  or  less  vigour  and  vivacity.  When 
therefore  any  object  is  presented,  which  elevates  and  enlivens 
the  thought,  every  action,  to  which  the  mind  applies  itself, 
will  be  more  strong  and  vivid,  as  long  as  that  disposition 
continues.  Now  'tis  evident  the  continuance  of  the  dispo- 
sition depends  entirely  on  the  objects,  about  which  the  mind 
is  employ'd ;  and  that  any  new  object  naturally  gives  a  new 
direction  to  the  spirits,  and  changes  the  disposition;  as  on 
the  contrary,  when  the  mind  fixes  constantly  on  the  same 
object,  or  passes  easily  and  insensibly  along  related  objects, 
the  disposition  has  a  much  longer  duration.  Hence  it  hap- 
pens, that  when  the  mind  is  once  inliven'd  by  a  present 
impression,  it  proceeds  to  form  a  more  lively  idea  of  the 
related  objects,  by  a  natural  transition  of  the  disposition 
from  the  one  to  the  other.  The  change  of  the  objects  is  so 
easy,  that  the  mind  is  scarce  sensible  of  it,  but  applies  itself 
to  the  conception  of  the  related  idea  with  all  the  force  and 
vivacity  it  acquirM  from  the  present  impression. 
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PART         K  in  considering  the  nature  of  relation,  and  that  facility 
of  transition,  which  is  essential  to  it,  we  can  satisfy  our- 


Of  know-  selves  concerning  the  reality  of  this  phsenomenon,  'tis  well : 
pr^a-*"^^  But  I  must  confess  I  place  my  chief  confidence  in  experience 
bility,  to  prove  so  material  a  principle.  We  may,  therefore,  observe, 
as  the  first  experiment  to  our  present  purpose,  that  upon  the 
appearance  of  the  picture  of  an  absent  friend,  our  idea  of 
him  is  evidently  inliven'd  by  the  resernblance,  and  that  every 
passion,  which  that  idea  occasions,  whether  of  joy 'or  sorrow, 
acquires  new  force  and  vigour.  In  producing  this  effect 
there  concur  both  a  relation  and  a  present  impression. 
Where  the  picture  bears  him  no  resemblance,  or  at  least 
was  not  intended  for  him,  it  never  so  much  as  conveys  our 
thought  to  him :  And  where  it  is  absent, .  as  well  as  the 
person ;  tho'  the  mind  may  pass  from  the  thought  of  the  one 
to  that  of  the  other ;  it  feels  its  idea  to  be  rather  weakened 
than  inliven'd  by  that  transition.  We  take  a  pleasure  in 
viewing  the  picture  of  a  friend,  when  'tis  set  before  us ;  but 
when  'tis  remov'd,  rather  choose  to  consider  him  directly, 
than  by  reflexion  in  an  image,  which  is  equally  distant  and 
obscure. 

The  ceremonies  of  the  Roman  Catholic  religion  may  be 
consider'd  as  experiments  of  the  same  nature.  The  devotees 
of  that  strange  superstition  usually  plead  in  excuse  of  the 
mummeries,  with  which  they  are  upbraided,  that  they  feel 
the  good  effect  of  those  external  motions,  and  postures,  and 
actions,  in  inlivening  their  devotion,  and  quickening  their 
fervour,  which  otherwise  wou'd  decay  away,  if  directed 
entirely  to  distant  and  immaterial  objects.  We  shadow  out 
the  objects  of  our  faith,  say  they,  in  sensible  types  and 
images,  and  render  them  more  present  to  us  by  the  imme- 
diate presence  of  these  types,  than  'tis  possible  for  us  to  do, 
merely  by  an  intellectual  view  and  contemplation.  Sensible 
objects  have  always  a  greater  influence  on  the  fancy  than 
any  other ;  and  this  influence  they  readily  convey  to  those 
ideas,  to  which  they  are  related,  and  which  they  resemble. 
I  shall  only  infer  from  these  practices,  and  this  reasoning, 
that  the  effect  of  resemblance  in  inlivening  the  idea  is  very 
common ;  and  as  in  every  case  a  resemblance  and  a  present 
impression  must  concur,  we  are  abundantly  supply'd  with 
experiments  to  prove  the  reality  of  the  foregoing  principle. 
We  may  add  force  to  these  experiments  bj'  others  of  a 
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different  kind,  in  considering  the  effects  of  contiguity,  as  yreU     sect. 
as  of  resemblance,     'Tis  certain,  that  distance  diminishes  the  ^_  ^  _ 


force  of  every  idea,  and  that  upon  onr  approach  to  anj  Of  the 
object;  tho'  it  does  not  discover  itself  to  our  senses;  it  ^^^^ 
operates  upon  the  mind  with  an  influence  that  imitates  an 
immediate  impression.  The  thinking  on  any  object  readily 
transports  the  mind  to  what  is  contiguous ;  but  'tis  only  the 
actual  presence  of  an  object,  that  transports  it  with  a 
superior  vivacity.  When  I  am  a  few  miles  from  home,  what- 
ever relates  to  it  touches  me  more  nearly  than  when  I  am 
two  hundred  leagues  distant ;  tho'  even  at  that  distance  the 
reflecting  on  any  thing  in  the  neighbourhood  of  my  friends 
and  family  naturally  produces  an  idea  of  them.  But  as  in 
this  latter  case,  both  the  objects  of  the  mind  are  ideas ;  not- 
withstanding there  is  an  easy  transition  betwixt  them ;  that 
transition  alone  is  not  able  to  give  a  superior  vivacity  to  any 
of  the  ideas,  for  want  of  some  immediate  impression.^ 

No  one  can  doubt  but  causation  has  the  same  influence 
as  the  other  two  relations  of  resemblance  and  contiguity. 
Superstitious  people  are  fond  of  the  relicks  of  saints  and 
holy  men,  for  the  same  reason  that  they  seek  after  types  and 
images,  in  order  to  inliven  their  devotion,  and  give  them  a 
more  intimate  and  strong  conception  of  those  exemplary 
lives,  which  they  desire  to  imitate.  Now  'tis  evident,  one  of 
the  best  relicks  a  devotee  cou'd  procure,  wou'd  be  the  handy- 
work  of  a  saint ;  and  if  his  cloaths  and  furniture  are  ever 
to  be  consider'd  in  this  light,  'tis  because  they  were  once  at 
his  disposal,  and  were  mov'd  and  affected  by  him ;  in  which 
respect  they  are  to  be  consider'd  as  imperfect  effects,  and  as 
connected  with  him  by  a  shorter  chain  of  consequences  than 
any  of  those,  from  which  we  learn  the  reality  of  his  existence. 
This  phsenomenon  clearly  proves,  that  a  present  impression 

^  [The  following  note  was  added  in  rimi,sedip8umvidenturinconst>eciu7ruo 

the  Appendix. — Ed.]  hie  ponerr.    Hie  Speusippus,  nic  Xeno^ 

Naturane  nobis,  inquit,  datum  dicamy  crates,  hie  efus  auditor  Poi^mo ;  ci^'us 

an  errors  quodam,  ut,  cum  ea  loca  videa-  ipsa  ilia  sessio  fuit,  quam  videamus, 

mus,  in  quihus  memoria  dlgnos  viros  ae-  Eouidem  eitam   curiam  nostram,  has- 

ceperimus  multum  esse  versatos,  magis  tiiiam  dice,  non  hanc  novam,  qua  mihi 

inoveamur,quamsiquandoeorumip8orum  minor  esse  videtur  postquam  est  mt^w, 

aut  facta  audiamus,  aut  script um  ali-  solebam    intuens    Scipionem,   Catonem, 

qitod  legamus  ?  ijeltU  ego  nunc  moveor,  Jxsiium,  nostrum  vero  in  primis  avum 

Venit  enim  mihi  Hatonis  in  meniem:  cogitare,     Tanta  vis  admonitionis  inest 

quem  acHpimits  primum  hie  disputare  in  locis;  ut  non  sine  causa  ex  his  me- 

solitum:    Cvjus  etiam  illi  hortuli  pro-  moria  ducta  sit  diciplina, — Cicero  do 

pinqui  non  memoriam  sol^m  mihi  ajfe-  Finibus,  lib.  5. 

VOL.  I.  D  D 


402 


A  TREATISE  OF  HUMAN  NATURE. 


PabtIIL 


PART 

in. 

Of  know- 
ledge and 
proba- 
bility, 


with  a  relation  of  causation  may  inliyen  any  idea,  and  con- 
seqaently  produce  belief  or  assent,  according  to  the  prece- 
dent definition  of  it. 

But  why  need  we  seek  for  oth^r  arguments  to  proye,  that  a 
present  impression  with  a  relation  or  transition  of  the  fancy 
may  inliyen  any  idea,  when  this  yery  instance  of  our 
reasonings  from  cause  and  effect  will  alone  suffice  to  that 
purpose?  'Tis  certain  we  must  haye  an  idea  of  eyery 
matter  of  fact,  which  we  belieye.  'Tis  certain,  that  this  idea 
arises  only  from  a  relation  to  a  present  impression*  Tin 
certain,  that  the  belief  super-adds  nothing  to  the  idea,  but 
only  changes  our  manner  of  conceiying  it,  and  renders  it 
more  strong  and  liyely.  The  present  conclusion  concerning 
the  influence  of  relation  is  the  immediate  consequence  of 
all  these  steps ;  and  eyery  step  appears  to  me  sure  and  infal- 
lible. There  enters  nothing  into  this  operation  of  the  mind 
but  a  present  impression,  a  liyely  idea,  and  a  ration  or 
association  in  the  fancy  betwixt  the  impression  and  idea; 
so  that  there  can  be  no  suspicion  of  mistake. 

In  order  to  put  this  whole  affair  in  a  fuller  light,  let  us 
consider  it  as  a  question  in  natural  philosophy,  which  we 
must  determine  by  experience  and  obseryation,  I  suppose 
there  is  an  object  presented,  from  which  I  draw  a  certain 
conclusion,  and  form  to  myself  ideas,  which  I  am  said  to 
belieye  or  assent  to.  Here  'tis  eyident,  that  howeyer  that 
object,  which  is  present  to  my  senses,  and  that  other,  whose 
existence  I  infer  by  reasoning,  may  be  thought  to  influence 
each  other  by  their  particular  powers  or  qualities ;  yet  as  the 
phsenomenon  of  belief,  which  we  at  present  examine,  is 
merely  internal,  these  powers  and  qualities,  being  entirely 
unknown,  can  haye  no  hand  in  producing  it.  'Tis  the 
present  impression,  which  is  to  be  consider'd  as  the  true  and 
real  cause  of  the  idea,  and  of  the  belief  which  attends  it. 
We  must  therefore  endeayour  to  discoyer  by  experiments 
the  particular  qualities,  by  which  'tis  enabled  to  produce  so 
extraordinary  an  effect. 

First  then  I  obserye,  that  the  present  impression  has  not 
this  effect  by  its  own  proper  power  and  efficacy,  and  when 
consider'd  alone,  as  a  single  perception,  limited  to  the 
present  moment.  I  find,  that  an  impression,  from  which,  on 
its  first  appearance,  I  can  draw  no  conclusion,  may  after- 
wards become  the  foundation  of  belief,  when  I  haye  had 
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experience  of  its  usual  consequences.    We  must  in  every     SECT. 
case  have  observed  the  same  impression  in  past  instances,  ^vni. 


and  have  found  it  to  be  constantly  conjoin'd  with  some  ofthe 
other  impression.     This  is  confirm'd  by  such  a  multitude  of  ^^^  ^^ 
experiments,  that  it  admits  not  of  the  smallest  doubt. 

From  a  second  observation  I  conclude,  that  the  beliei^ 
which  attends  the  present  impression,  and  is  produced  by  a 
number  of  past  impressions  and  conjunctions;  that  this 
belief,  I  say,  arises  immediately,  without  any  new  operation 
of  the  reason  or  imagination.  Of  this  I  can  be  certain, 
because  I  never  am  conscious  of  any  such  operation,  and 
find  nothing  in  the  subject,^  on  which  it  can  be  founded. 
Now  as  we  call  every  thing  enSTOM,  which  proceeds  from  a 
past  repetition,  without  any  new.  reasoning  or  conclusion, 
we  may  establish  it  as  a  certain  truth,  that  all  the  belief, 
which  follows  upon  any  present  impression,  is  deriv'd  solely 
from  that  origin.  When  we  are  accustomed  to  see  two 
impressions  conjoin'd  together,  the  appearance  or  idea  of 
the  one  immediately  carries  us  to  the  idea  of  the  other. 

Being  fully  satisfy 'd  on  this  head,  I  make  a  third  set  of 
Experiments,  in  order  to  know,  whether  any  thing  be  requisite, 
beside  the  customary  transition,  towards  the  production  of 
this  pluenomenon  of  belief.  I  therefore  change  the  first 
impression  into  an  idea;  and  observe,  that  tho'  the  cus- 
tomary transition  to  the  correlative  idea  still  remains,  yet 
there  is  in  reality  no  belief  nor  perswasion.  A  present  im- 
pression, then,  is  absolutely  requisite  to  this  whole  opera- 
tion ;  and  when  after  thi&  I  compare  an  impression  with  an 
idea,  and  find  that  their  only  difference  consists  in  their 
different  degrees  of  force  and  vivacity,  I  conclude  upon  the 
whole,  that  belief  is  a  more  vivid  and  intense  conception  of 
an  idea,  proceeding  from  its  relation  to  a  present  im- 
pression. 

Thus  all  probable  reasoning  is  nothing  but  a  species  of  sen- 
sation.* 'Tis  not  solely  in  poetry  and  music,  we  must  follow 
our  taste  and  sentiment,  but  likewise  in  philosophy.  When  I 
am  convinced  of  any  principle,  'tis  only  an  idea,  which  strikes 
more  strongly  upon  me.  When  I  give  the  preference  to  one 
set  of  arguments  above  another,  I  do  nothing  but  decide 
from  my  feeling  concerning  the  superiority  of  their  influence. 
Objects  have  no  discoverable  connexion  together ;  nor  is  it 

>  [Cf.  pp.  471  and  475,  and  Intred.  g  293.] 
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PART  from  any  other  principle  but  custom  operating  upon  the 
^^-  ,  imagination,  that  we  can  draw  any  inference  from  the 
Of  know-  appearance  of  one  to  the  existence  of  another, 
ledge  and  'Twill  here  be  worth  our  observation,  that  the  past  ex- 
SuitY"  perience,  on  which  all  our  judgments  concerning  cause  and 
.  effect  depend,  may  operate  on  our  mind  in  such  an  insensible 
manner  as  never  to  be  taken  notice  of,  and  may  even  in  some 
measure  be  unknown  to  us.  A  person,  who  stops  short  in  his 
journey  upon  meeting  a  river  in  his  way,  foresees  the  con- 
sequences of  his  proceeding  forward ;  and  his  knowledge  of 
these  consequences  is  convey'd  to  him  by  past  experience, 
which  informs  him  of  such  certain  conjunctions  of  causes 
and  effects.  But  can  we  think,  that  on  this  occasion  he 
reflects  on  any  past  experience,  and  calls  to  remembrance 
instances,  that  he  has  seen  or  heard  of,  in  order  to  discover 
the  effects  of  water  on  animal  bodies  ?  No  surely ;  this  is 
not  the  method,  in  which  he  proceeds  in  his  reasoning.  The 
idea  of  sinking  is  so  closely  connected  with  that  of  water, 
and  the  idea  of  suffocating  with  that  of  sinking,  that  the 
mind  makes  the  transition  without  the  assistance  of  the 
memory.  The  custom  operates  before  we  have  time  for 
reflection.  The  objects  seem  so  inseparable,  that  we  inter- 
pose not  a  moment's  delay  in  passing  from  the  one  to  the 
other.  But  as  this  transition  proceeds  from  experience,  and 
not  from  any  primary  connexion  betwixt  the  ideas,  we  must 
necessarily  acknowledge,  that  experience  may  produce  a 
belief  and  a  judgment  of  causes  and  effects  by  a  secret 
operation,  and  without  being  once  thought  of.  This  removes 
all  pretext,  if  there  yet  remains  any,  for  asserting  that  the 
mind  is  convinced  by  reasoning  of  that  principle,  that  in-- 
stances  of  which  we  have  no  experiencey  must  necessarily  re- 
semble those,  of  which  we  have.  For  we  here  find,  that  the 
understanding  or  imagination  can  draw  inferences  from 
past  experience,  without  reflecting  on  it ;  much  more  with- 
out forming  any  principle  concerning  it,  or  reasoning  upon 
that  [irinciple. 

In  general  we  may  observe,  that  in  all  the  most  established 
and  uniform  conjunctions  of  causes  and  effects,  such  as 
those  of  gravity,  impulse,  solidity,  &c.  the  mind  never 
carries  its  view  expressly  to  consider  any  past  experience : 
Tho'  in  other  associations  of  objects,  which  are  more  rare 
and  unusual,  it  may  assist  the  custom  and  transition  of  ideas 
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by  this  reflection.  Nay  we  find  in  Bome  cases,  that  the  8KCT. 
reflection  produces  the  belief  without  the  custom ;  or  more  .  ^^^p*  . 
properly  speaking,  that  the  reflection  produces  the  custom  of  the 
in  an  ohliqvs  and  artificial  manner.  I  explain  myself.  'Tis  cuvusea  of 
certain,  that  not  only  in  philosophy,  but  even  in  common  life, 
we  may  attain  the  knowledge  of  a  particular  cause  merely 
by  one  experiment,  provided  it  be  made  with  judgment,  and 
after  a  careful  removal  of  all  foreign  and  superfluous  cir- 
cumstances. Now  as  after  one  experiment  of  this  kind,  the 
mind,  upon  the  appearance  either  of  the  cause  or  the  effect, 
can  draw  an  inference  concerning  the  existence  of  its  cor- 
relative ;  and  as  a  habit  can  never  be  acquired  merely  by  one 
instance;  it  may  be  thought,  that  belief  cannot  in  this  case 
be  esteem'd  the  effect  of  custom.  But  this  difiSculty  will 
vanish,  if  we  consider,  that  tho'  we  are  here  supposed  to 
have  had  only  one  experiment  of  a  particular  effect,  yet  we 
have  many  millions  to  convince  us  of  this  principle;  that  like 
objects,  placed  in  like  circumstaneesy  will  always  produce  like 
effects;  and  as  this  principle  has  establish'd  itself  by  a 
sufficient  custom,  it  bestows  an  evidence  and  firmness  on 
any  opinion,  to  which  it  can  be  apply'd.  The  connexion  of 
the  ideas  is  not  habitual  after  one  experiment;  but  this 
connexion  is  comprehended  under  another  principle,  that  is 
habitual ;  which  brings  us  back  to  our  hypothesis.  In  all 
cases  we  transfer  our  experience  to  instances,  of  which  we 
have  no  experience,  either  expressly  or  tacitly ,  either  directly 
or  indirectly. 

I  must  not  conclude  this  subject  without  observing,  that 
His  very  difficult  to  talk  of  the  operations  of  the  mind  with 
perfect  propriety  and  exactness;  because  common  language 
has  seldom  made  any  very  nice  distinctions  among  them, 
but  has  generally  calFd  by  the  same  term  all  such  as  nearly 
resemble  each  other.  And  as  this  is  a  source  almost  in- 
evitable of  obscurity  €knd  confusion  in  the  author ;  so  it  may 
frequently  give  rise  to  doubts  and  objections  in  the  reader, 
which  otherwise  he  wou'd  never  have  dream'd  of.  Thus  my 
general  position,  that  an  opinion  or  belief  is  nothing  hut  a 
strong  and  lively  idea  derived  from  a  present  impression  related 
to  it,  may  be  liable  to  the  following  objection,  by  reason  of  a 
little  ambiguity  in  those  words  strong  and  lively.  It  may  be 
said,  that  not  only  an  impression  may  give  rise  to  reasoning, 
but  that  an  idea  may  also  have  the  same  influence ;  especially 
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PART     upon  my  principle,  that  all  ow  ideas  are  derived  from  corre-- 

.    ^'    ^  ypondent  impresdons.    For  suppose  I  form  at  present  an 

Of  know-    idea,  of  which  I  haye  forgot  the  correspondent  impression, 

ledge  and    J  gj^  ^Me  to  conclude  from  this  idea,  that  such  an  impression 

biiity.        did  once  exist;  and  as  this   conclusion  is  attended   with 

belief,  it  may  be  asVd,  from  whence  are  the  qualities  of 

force  andviyacity  derived,  which  constitute  this  belief?    And 

to  this  I  answer  veiy  readily,  yrom  the  present  idea.    For  as 

this  idea  is  not  here  consider'd,  as  the  representation  of  any 

absent  object,  but  as  a  real  perception  in  the  mind,  of  which 

we  are  intimately  conscious,  it  must  be  able  to  bestow  on 

whateyer  is  related  to  it  the  same  quality,  call  it  firmness,  or 

solidity,  or  force,  or  vivacity,  with  which  the  mind  reflects  upon 

it,  and  is  assur'd  of  its  present  existence.    The  idea  here 

supplies  the  place  of  an  impression,  and  is  entirely  the  same, 

so  far  as  regards  our  present  purpose. 

Upon  the  same  principles  we  need  not  be  surpriz'd  to  hear 
of  the  remembrance  of  an  idea ;  that  is,  of  the  idea  of  an  idea, 
and  of  its  force  and  yivacity  superior  to  the  loose  conceptions 
of  the  imagination.  In  thinking  of  our  past  thoughts  we 
not  only  delineate  out  the  objects,  of  which  we  were 
thinking,  but  also  conceiye  the  action  of  the  mind  in  the 
meditation,  that  certain  je-^ne-scai-qud,  of  which  'tis  im- 
possible to  giye  any  definition  or  description,  but  which 
every  one  sufficiently  understands.  When  the  memory 
o£Eers  an  idea  of  this,  and  represents  it  as  past,  'tis  easily 
conceiv'd  how  that  idea  may  have  more  vigour  and  firmness, 
than  when  we  think  of  a  past  thought,  of  which  we  have  no 
remembrance. 

Afber  this  any  one  will  understand  how  we  may  form  the 
idea  of  an  impression  and  of  an  idea,  and  how  we  may 
believe  the  existence  of  an  impression  and  of  an  idea.^ 

Sect.  IX. — Of  the  Effects  of  other  "^filations  and  other 

HaJyits. 

However  convincing  the  foregoing  arguments  may  appear, 
we  must  not  rest  contented  with  them,  but  must  turn  the 
subject  on  every  side,  in  order  to  find  some  new  points  of 
view,  from  which  we  may  illustrate  and  confirm  such  extra- 
ordinary, and  such  fundamental  principles.     A    scrupulous 

*  [Tho  nature  of  Bplief  19  ftuther  discussed  in  tho  first  division  of  the  Appendix, 
p.  666.— Ed  J 


JSjBcr.  IX  OF  THE  UNDERSTANDING.  407 

Hesitation  to  receive  any  new  hypothesis .  is  so  landable  a     sect. 
disposition  in  philosophers,  and  so  necessary  to  the  exami-  s.  ^' 


nation  of  truth,  that  it  deserves  to  be  comply'd  with,  and  of  the 
requires  that  every  argument  be  produced,  which  may  tend  ^^^^  ^^ 
to  their  satisfaction,  and  every  objection  removed,  which  may  Ltionr 
stop  them  in  their  reasoning.  and  other 

I  have  often  observed,  that,  beside  cause  and  effect,  the  ^^^^* 
tvro  relations  of  resemblance  and  contiguity,  are  to  be  con- 
sider'd  as  associating  principles  of  thoughl^  and  as  capable 
of  conveying  the  imagination  from  one  idea  to  another.  I 
have  also  obseiVd,  that  when  of  two  objects  connected 
together  by  any  of  these  relations,  one  is  immediately 
present  to  the  memory  or  senses,  not  only  the  mind  is  con- 
Tey'dtoits  co-relative  by  means  of  the  associating  principle; 
but  likewise  conceives  it  with  an  additional  force  and  vigour, 
by  the  united  operation  of  that  principle,  and  of  the  present 
impression*  All  this  I  have  observed,  in  order  to  confirm  by 
analogy,  my  explication  of  our  judgments  concerning  cause 
and  effect.  But  this  very  argument  may,  perhaps,  be  tum'd 
against  me,  and  instead  of  a  confirmation  of  my  hypothesis, 
may  become  an  objection  to  it.  For  it  may  be  said,  that  if 
all  the  parts  of  that  hypothesis  be  true,  viz.  that  these 
three  species  of  relation  are  derived  from  the  same  priuciples; 
tJiat  their  effects  in  inforcing  and  inlivening  our  ideas  are 
the  same ;  atud  that  belief  is  nothing  but  a  more  forcible  and 
vivid  conception  of  an  idea ;  it  shou'd  follow,  that  that  action 
of  the  mind  may  not  only  be  derived  from  the  relation  of 
cause  and  effect,  but  also  from  those  of  contiguity  and  re- 
semblance. But  as  we  find  by  experience,  that  belief  arises 
only  from  causation,^  and  that  we  can  draw  no  inference 
firom  one  object  to  another,  except  they  be  connected  by  this 
relation,  we  may  conclude,  that  there  is  some  error  in  that 
reasoning,  which  leads  us  into  such  difficulties. 

This  is  the  objection;  let  us  now  consider  its  solution. 
*Tis  evident,  that  whatever  is  present  to  the  memory,  striking 
upon  the  mind  with  a  vivacity,  which  resembles  an  immediate 
impression,  must  become  of  considerable  moment  in  all  the 
oi)erations  of  the  mind,  and  must  easily  distinguish  itself 
above  the  mere  fictions  of  the  imagination.  Of  these  im- 
pressions or  ideas  of  the  memory  we  form  a  kind  of  system, 
comprehending  whatever  we  remember  to  have  been  present, 

K  [Introd.  §  326  and  ff.] 
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PART     either  to  our  internal  perception  or  senses ;  and  every  par- 

•    ™'    .  ticular  of  that  system^  join'd  to  the  present  impressions,  we 

Of  know-    Q'Te  pleas'd  to  call  a  recUity.    But  the  mind  stops  not  here. 

ledge  and    YoT  finding,  that  with  this  system  of  perceptions,  there  is 

bilitj'        another  connected  by  custom,  or  if  you  will,  by  the  relation 

of  cause  or  effect,  it  proceeds  to  the  consideration  of  their 

ideas;  and  as  it  feels  that  'tis  in  a  manner  necessarily 

determined  to  view  these  particular  ideas,  and  that  the 

custom  or  relation,  by  which  it  is  determined,  admits  not  of 

the  least  change,  it  forms  them  into  a  new  system,  which  it 

likewise  dignifies  with  the  title  of  realities.     The  first  of 

these  systems  is  the  object  of  the  memory  and  senses ;  the 

second  of  the  judgment.^ 

'Tis  this  latter  principle,  whiph  peoples  the  world,  and 
brings  us  acquainted  with  such  existences,  as  by  their  removal 
in  time  and  place,  Ue  beyond  the  reach  of  the  senses  and 
memory.*  By  means  of  it  I  paint  the  universe  in  my  imagi- 
nation, and  fix  my  attention  on  any  part  of  it  I  please.  I 
form  an  idea  of  Kome,  which  I  neither  see  nor  remember ; 
but  which  is  connected  with  such  impressions  as  I  remember 
to  have  received  from  the  conversation  and  books  of  tra- 
vellers and  historians.  This  idea  of  Rome  I  place  in  a 
certain  situation  on  the  idea  of  an  object,  which  I  call  the 
globe.  I  join  to  it  the  conception  of  a  particular  govern- 
ment, and  religion,  and  manners.  I  look  backward  and 
consider  its  first  foundation;  its  several  revolutions,  suc- 
cesses, and  misfortunes.  All  this,  and  everything  else, 
which  I  believe,  are  nothing  but  ideas;  tho*  by  their  force 
and  settled  order,  arising  from  custom  and  the  relation 
of  cause  and  effect,  they  distinguish  themselves  from 
the  other  ideas,  which  are  merely  the  offspring  of  the 
imagination. 

As  to  the  influence  of  contiguity  and  resemblance,  we  may 
observe,  that  if  the  contiguous  and  resembling  object  be 
comprehended  in  this  system  of  realities,  there  is  no  doubt 
but  these  two  relations  will  assist  that  of  cause  and  effect, 
and  infix  the  related  idea  with  more  force  in  the  imagination. 
This  I  shall  enlarge  upon  presently.  Mean  while  \  shall 
carry  my  observation  a  step  farther,  and  assert,  that  even 
where  the  related  object  is  but  feign'd,  the  relation  will 
serve  to  enliven  the  idea,  and   encrease  its  infiuence.     A 

»  [Cf.  note  on  p.  396.]  *  [Inirod.  §  828  and  ff.] 
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poet,  no  doubt,  will  be  the  better  able  to  form  a  strong     SECT, 
description    of   the    Elysian  fields,  that  he    prompts    his  .    •^'    . 
imagination  by  the  view  of  a  beautiful  meadow  or  garden ;  of  the 
as  at  another  time  he  may  by  his  fimcy  place  himself  in  the  *^^  ^^ 
midst  of  these  fabulous  regions,  that  by  the  feign'd  con-  ^1100"" 
tiguity  he  may  enliven  his  imagination.  and  other 

But  tho'  I  cannot  altogether  exclude  the  relations  of  re-  •  *^  ^^^* 
semblance  and  contiguity  from  operating  on  the  fancy  in 
this  manner,  'tis  observable  that,  when  single,  their  influence 
is  very  feeble  and  uncertain.  As  the  relation  of  cause  and 
effect  is  requisite  to  persuade  us  of  any  real  existence,*  so  is 
this  persuasion  requisite  to  give  force  to  these  other  rela- 
tions. For  where  upon  the  appearance  of  an  impression  we 
not  only  feign  another  object,  but  likewise  arbitrarily,  and 
of  our  mere  good-will  and  pleasure  give  it  a  particular  rela-^ 
tion  to  the  impression,  this  can  have  but  a  small  effect  upon 
the  mind ;  nor  is  there  any  reason,  why,  upon  the  return  of 
the  same  impression,  we  shou'd  be  determin'd  to  place  the 
same  object  in  the  same  relation  to  it.^  There  is  no  manner 
of  necessity  for  the  mind  to  feign  an}"  resembling  and  con- 
tiguous objects;  and  if  it  feigns  such,  there  is  as  little 
necessity  for  it  always  to  confine  itself  to  the  same,  without 
any  difference  or  variation.  And  indeed  such  a  fiction  is 
founded  on  so  little  reason,  that  nothing  but  pure  caprice 
can  determine  the  mind  to  form  it ; '  and  that  principle  being 
fluctuating  and  uncertain,  'tis  impossible  it  can  ever  operate 
with  any  considerable  degree  of  force  and  constancy.  The 
mind  forsees  and  anticipates  the  change ;  and  even  from  the 
veiy  first  instant  feels  the  looseness  of  its  actions,  and  the 
weak  hold  it  has  of  its  objects.  And  as  this  imperfection  is 
very  sensible  in  every  single  instance,  it  still  encreases  by 
experience  and  observation,  when  we  compare  the  several 
instances  we  may  remember,  and  form  a  general  rule  against 
the  reposing  any  assurance  in  those  momentary  glimpses  of 
light,  which  arise  in  the  imagination  from  a  feign'd  resem- 
blance and  contiguity. 

The  relation  of  cause  and  effect  has  all  the  opposite 
advantages.  The  objects  it  presents  are  fixt  and  unalterable. 
The  impressions  of  the  memory  never  change  in  any  con- 
siderable degree ;  and  each  impression  draws  along  with  it 
a  precise  idea,  which  takes  its  place  in  the  imagination  as 

>  [IntTod.  }  326  and  ff.]  *  [Introd.  §  330.]  *  [Introd.  §  332.] 
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PART      something  solid  and  real,  certain    and  invariable.     The 
.  _^'    .  thought  is  always  determined  to  pass  from  the  impression  to 
Of  know-    ^^  idea,  and  from  that  particular  impression  to  that  par* 
ledge  and    ticular  idea,  without  any  choice  or  hesitation. 
biUtr.'  ^^^  ^^^  content  with  removing  this  objection,  I  shall 

endeavour  to  extract  from  it  a  proof  of  the  present  doctrine* 
*  Contiguity  and  resemblance  have  an  effect  much  inferior  to 
causation ;  but  still  have  some  effect,  and  augment  the  con- 
viction of  any  option,  and  the  vivacity  of  any  conception* 
If  this  can  be  proved  in  several  new  instances,  beside  what 
we  have  already  observed,  'twill  be  allow'd  no  inconsiderable 
argument,  that  belief  is  nothing  but  a  lively  idea  related  to 
a  present  impression. 

To  begin  with  contiguity;  it  has  been  remarked  among 
the  M.ahc/mda'M  as  well  as  Christians,  that  those  pilgrims^ 
who  have  seen  Megoa  or  the  Holy  Land,  are  ever  after  more 
faithful  and  zealous  believers,  than  those  who  have  not  had 
that  advantage.  A  man,  whose  memory  presents  him  with 
a  lively  image  of  the  Red-Sea,  and  tlie  Desert,  and  Jerusalem, 
and  Galilee,  can  never  doubt  of  any  miraculous  events,  which 
are  related  either  by  Moses  or  the  Evangelists.  The  lively 
idea  of  the  places  passes  by  an  easy  transition  to  the  facts, 
which  are  supposed  to  have  been  related  to  them  by  con- 
tiguity, and  encreases  the  belief  by  encreasing  the  vivacity 
of  the  conception.  The  remembrance  of  these  fields  and 
rivers  has  the  same  influence  on  the  vulgar  as  a  new  ar]g^- 
ment ;  and  from  the  same  causes. 

We  may  form  a  like  observation  concerning  resemblance. 
We  have  remarked,  that  the  conclusion,  which  we  draw  from 
a  present  object  to  its  absent  cause  or  effect,  is  never  founded 
on  any  qualities,  which  we  observe  in  that  object,  considered 
in  itself,  or,  in  other  words,  that  'tis  impossible  to  determine, 
otherwise  than  by  experience,  what  will  result  from  any 
phsenomenon,  or  what  has  preceded  it.  But  tho'  this  be 
so  evident  in  itself,  that  it  seem'd  not  to  require  any  proof; 
yet  some  philosophers  have  imagin'd  that  there  is  an  appa- 
rent cause  for  the  communication  of  motion,  and  that  a 
reasonable  man  might  immediately  infer  the  motion  of  one 
body  from  the  impulse  of  another,  without  having  reconrse 
to  any  past  observation.  That  this  opinion  is  false  wiU 
admit  of  an  easy  proof.  For  if  such  an  inference  may  be 
drawn  merely  from  the  ideas  of  body,  of  motion,  and  of 
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impulse,  it  must  amount  to  a  demonstration,  and  must  imply     SECT. 
the    absolute    impossibility   of   any    contrary   supposition*  .  ^^'    . 
!Every  eiFect,  then,  beside  the  communication  of   motion,  of  the 
implies  a  formal  contradiction;  and  *tis  impossible  not  only  «ff«^*8  ©^ 
Ihat  it  can  exist,  but  also  that  it  can  be  conceiv'd.     But  we  lationr' 
may  soon  satisfy  ourselves  of  the  contrary,  by  forming  a  and  other 
clear  and  consistent  idea  of  one  body's  moving  upon  another,  "*°***- 
and  of  its  rest  immediately  upon  the  contact;  or  of  its 
returning  back  in  the  same  line  in  which  it  came ;  or  of  its 
annihilation ;  or  circular  or  elliptical  motion  :  and  in  short, 
of  an  infinite  number  of  other  changes,  which  we  may 
suppose  it  to  undergo.     These  suppositions  are  all  consistent 
and  natural ;  and  the  reason,  why  we  imagine  the  communi- 
cation of  motion  to  be  more  consistenb  and  natural  not  only 
than  those  suppositions,  but  also  than  any  other  natural 
effect,  is  founded  on  the  relation  of  resemblance  betwixt  the 
cause  and  effect,  which  is  here  united  to  experience,  and 
binds  the  objects  in  the  closest  and  most  intimate  manner 
to  each  other,  so  as  to  make  us  imagine  them  to  be  abso- 
lutely inseparable.    Besemblance,  then,  has  the  same  or  a 
parallel  influence  with  experience ;  and  as  the  only  imme- 
diate effect  of  experience  is  to  associate  our  ideas  together, 
it  follows,  that  all  belief  arises  from  the  association  of  ideas, 
according  to  my  hypothesis. 

'Tis  universally  allowed  by  the  writers  on  optics,  that  the 
cya  at  all  times  sees  an  equal  number  of  physical  points,  and 
that  a  man  on  the  top  of  a  mountain  has  no  larger  an  image 
presented  to  his  senses,  than  when  he  is  coop'd  up  in  the 
narrowest  court  or  chamber.  'Tis  only  by  experience  that 
he  infers  the  greatness  of  the  object  from  some  peculiar 
qualities  of  the  image ;  and  this  inference  of  the  judgment 
he  confounds  with  sensation,  as  is  common  on  other  occa- 
sions. Now  'tis  evident,  that  the  inference  of  the  judgment 
is  here  much  more  lively  than  what  is  usual  in  our  common 
reasonings,  and  that  a  man  has  a  more  vivid  conception  of 
the  vast  extent  of  the  ocean  from  the  image  he  receives  by 
the  eye,  when  he  stands  on  the  top  of  the  high  promontory, 
than  merely  from  hearing  the  roaring  of  the  waters.  He 
feels  a  more  sensible  pleasure  from  its  magnificence ;  which 
is  a  proof  of  a  more  lively  idea:  And  he  confounds  his 
judgment  with  sensation ;  which  is  another  proof  of  it.  Bat 
as  the  inference  is  equally  certain  and  immediate  in  both 
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PART      caseS;  this  superior  vivacity  of  our  conception  in  one  case 

_^'  ^  can  proceed  from  nothing  but  this,  that  in  drawing  an  infer- 

Of  know-    ence  from  the  sight,  beside  the  customary  conjunction,  there 

ledge  and    jg  ^Iso  a  resemblance  betwixt  the  image  and  the  object  we 

bSi ty '        infer ;  which  strengthens  the  relation,  and  conveys  the  vivacity 

of  the  impression  to  the  related  idea  with  an  easier  and  more 

natural  movement. 

No  weakness  of  human  nature  is  more  universal  and  con- 
spicuous than  what  we  commonly  call  Cbedtjlitt,  or  a  too 
easy  faith  in  the  testimony  of  others ;  and  this  weakness  is 
also  very  naturally  accounted  for  from  the  influence  of 
resemblance.  When  we  receive  any  matter  of  fact  upon 
human  testimony,  our  faith  arises  from  the  very  same  origin 
as  our  inferences  from  causes  to  effects,  and  from  effects  to 
causes ;  nor  is  there  anything  but  our  eoeperience  of  the 
governing  principles  of  human  nature,  which  can  give  us 
any  assurance  of  the  veracity  of  men.  But  tho'  experience 
be  the  true  standard  of  this,  as  well  as  of  all  other  judg- 
ments, we  seldom  regulate  ourselves  entirely  by  it ;  but  have 
a  remarkable  propensity  to  believe  whatever  is  reported,  even 
concerning  apparitions,  enchantments,  and  prodigies,  how- 
ever contrary  to  daily  experience  and  observation.  The 
words  or  discourses  of  others  have  an  intimate  connexion 
with  certain  ideas  in  their  mind ;  and  these  ideas  have  also  a 
connexion  with  the  facts  or  objects,  which  they  represent. 
This  latter  connexion  is  generally  much  over-rated,  and 
commands  our  assent  beyond  what  experience  will  justify ; 
which  can  proceed  from  nothing  beside  the  resemblance 
betwixt  the  ideas  and  the  factd.  Other  effects  only  point 
out  their  causes  in  an  oblique  manner ;  but  the  testimony  of 
men  does  it  directly,  and  is  to  be  considered  as  an  image  as 
well  as  an  effect.  No  wonder,  therefore,  we  are  so  rash  in 
drawing  our  inferences  from  it,  and  are  less  guided  by  ex- 
perience in  our  judgments  concerning  it,  than  in  those  upon 
any  other  subject. 

As  resemblance,  when  conjoin'd  with  causation,  fortifies 
our  reasonings  ;  so  the  want  of  it  in  any  very  great  degree 
is  able  almost  entirely  to  destroy  them.  Of  this  there  is  a 
remarkable  instance  in  the  universal  carelessness  and  stu* 
pidity  of  men  with  regard  to  a  future  state,  where  they  show 
as  obstinate  an  incredulity,  as  they  do  a  blind  credulity  on 
other  occasions.    There  is  not  indeed  a  more  ample  matter 
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of  wonder  to  the  studious,  and  of  regret  to  the  pious  man,  sect. 
than  to  observe  the  negligence  of  the  bulk  of  mankind  ._  ^'  . 
concerning  their  approaching  condition ;  and  'tis  with  of  the 
reason,  that  many  eminent  theologians  have  not  scrupled  to  ^^^^  ^^ 
affirm,  that  tho'  the  vulgar  have  no  formal  principles  of  lations  * 
infidelity,  yet  they  are  really  infidels  in  their  hearts,  and  and  other 
have  nothing  like  what  we  can  call  a  belief  of  the  eternal 
duration  of  their  souls.  For  let  us  consider  on  the  one  hand 
what  divines  have  display 'd  with  such  eloquence  concerning 
the  importance  of  eternity ;  and  at  the  same  time  reflect, 
that  tho'  in  matters  of  rhetoric  we  ought  to  lay  our 
account  with  some  exaggeration,  we  must  in  this  case  allow, 
that  the  strongest  figures  are  infinitely  inferior  to  the 
subject :  And  after  this  let  us  view  on  the  other  hand,  the 
prodigious  security  of  men  in  this  particular :  I  ask,  if 
these  people  really  believe  what  is  inculcated  on  them,  and 
what  they  pretend  to  affirm ;  and  the  answer  is  obviously 
in  the  negative.  As  belief  is  an  act  of  the  mind  arising 
jErom  custom,  'tis  not  strange  the  want  of  resemblance  shou'd 
overthrow  what  custom  has  establish'd,  and  diminish  the 
force  of  the  idea,  as  much  as  that  latter  principle  encreases 
it.  A  future  state  is  so  far  remov'd  from  our  comprehension, 
and  we  have  so  obscure  an  idea  of  the  manner,  in  which  we 
shall  exist  after  the  dissolution  of  the  body,  that  all  the 
reasons  we  can  invent,  however  strong  in  themselves,  and 
however  much  assisted  by  education,  are  never  able  with 
0IOW  imaginations  to  surmount  this  difficulty,  or  bestow 
a  sufficient  authority  and  force  on  the  idea.  I  rather  choose 
to  ascribe  this  incredulity  to  the  faint  idea  we  form  of  our 
future  condition,  deriv'd  from  its  want  of  resemblance  to 
the  present  life,  than  to  that  deriv'd  from  its  remoteness. 
For  I  observe,  that  men  are  everywhere  concem'd  about 
what  may  happen  after  their  death,  provided  it  regard  this 
world ;  and  that  there  are  few  to  whom  their  name,  their 
family,  their  friends,  and  their  country  are  in  any  period  of 
time  entirely  indifferent. 

And  indeed  the  want  of  resemblance  in  this  case  so 
entirely  destroys  belief,  that  except  those  few,  who  upon  cool 
reflection  on  the  importance  of  the  subject,  have  taken  care 
by  repeated  meditation  to  imprint  in  their  minds  the  argu- 
ments for  a  future  state,  there  scarce  are  any,  who  believe  the 
immortality  of  the  soul  with  a  true  and  establish'd  judg- 
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ment;  such  afi  is  deriy'd  from  the  testimony  of  travellers 
and  historians.  This  appears  very  conspicuously  wherever 
men  have  occasion  to  compare  the  pleasures  and  pains,  the 
rewards  and  punishments  of  this  life  with  those  of  a  future ; 
even  tho'  the  case  does  not  concern  themselves,  and  there 
is  no  violent  passion  to  disturb  their  judgment,  ^rhe  Roman 
Catholicks  are  certainly  the  most  zealous  of  any  sect  in  the 
Christian  world ;  and  yet  you'll  find  few  among  the  more 
sensible  people  of  that  communion  who  do  not  blame  the 
Ounpowder^treasony  and  the  massacre  of  St.  Bartholomew^  as 
cruel  and  barbarous,  tho'  projected  or  executed  against  those 
very  people,  whom  without  any  scruple  they  condemn  to 
eternal  and  infinite  punishments.  AU  we  can  say  in  excuse 
for  this  inconsistency  is,  that  they  really  do  not  believe  what 
they  affirm  concerning  a  future  stete ;  nor  is  there  any  better 
proof  of  it  than  the  very  inconsistency. 

We  may  add  to  this  a  remark ;  that  in  matters  of  religion 
men  take  a  pleasure  in  being  terrify'd,  and  that  no  preachers 
are  so  popular,  as  those  wbo  excite  the  most  dismal  and 
gloomy  passions.  In  the  common  afiairs  of  life,  where  we 
feel  and  are  penetrated  with  the  solidity  of  jthe  subject, 
nothing  can  be  more  disagreeable  than  fear  and  terror ;  and 
'tis  only  in  dramatic  performances  and  in  religious  discourses, 
that  they  ever  give  pleasure.  In  these  latter  cases  the 
imag^ation  reposes  itself  indolently  on  the  idea ;  and  the 
passion,  being  soften'd  by  the  want  of  belief  in  the  subject, 
has  no  more  than  the  agreeable  effect  of  enlivening  the  mind, 
and  fixing  the  attention. 

The  present  hypothesis  will  receive  additional  confirmation, 
if  we  examine  the  effects  of  other  kinds  of  custom,  as  well  as  of 
other  relations.  To  understand  this  we  must  consider,  that  cus- 
tom, to  wliich  I  attribute  all  belief  and  reasoning,  may  operate 
upon  the  mind  in  invigorating  an  idea  after  two  several  ways. 
For  supposing  that  in  all  past  experience  we  have  found  two 
objects  to  have  been  always  conjoined  together,  'tis  evident, 
that  upon  the  appearance  of  one  of  these  objects  in  an 
impression,  we  must  from  custom  make  an  easy  transition 
to  the  idea  of  that  object,  which  usually  attends  it;  and  by 
means  of  the  present  impression  and  easy  transition  must 
conceive  that  idea  in  a  stronger  and  more  lively  manner, 
than  we  do  any  loose  floating  image  of  the  fancy.  But  let 
us  next  suppose,  that  a  mere  idea  alone,  without  any  of  this 
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curiotts  and  almost  artificial  preparation,  slioa'd  frequently     SECT, 
make  its  appearance  in  the  mind,  this  idea  must  by  degrees  .    ^^ 
acquire  a  facility  and  force ;  and  both  by  its  firm  hold  and  of  the 
easy    introduction    distinguish    itself  from   any  new  and  effects  of 
unusual  idea.     This  is  the  only  particular,  in  which  these  ^tions  ' 
two  kinds  of  custom  agree;  and  if  it  appear,  that  their  and  other 
efiTects  on  the  judgment  are  similar  and  proportionable,  we       ^^' 
may  certainly  conclude,  that  the  foregoing  explication   of 
that  faculty  is  satisfactory.     But  can  we  doubt  of  this  agree* 
ment  in  their  influence  on  the  judgment,  when  we  consider 
the  nature  and  effects  of  educatioh  9 

All  those  opinions  and  notions  of  things,  to  which  we 
haye  been  accustom'd  from  our  infancy,  take  such  deep 
root,  that  His  impossible  for  us,  by  all  the  powers  of  reason 
and  experience,  to  eradicate  them ;  and  this  habit  not  only 
approaches  in  its  influence,  but  even  on  many  occasions 
prevails  over  that  which  arises  from  the  constant  and 
inseparable  union  of  causes  and  effects.  Here  we  must  not 
be  contented  with  saying,  that  the  vividness  of  the  idea 
produces  the  belief:  We  must  maintain  that  they  are 
individually  the  same.  The  frequent  repetition  of  any  idea 
infixes  it  in  the  imagination ;  but  cou'd  never  possibly  of 
itself  produce  belief,  if  that  act  of  the  mind  was,  by  the 
original  constitution  of  our  natures,  annex'd  only  to  a 
reasoning  and  comparison  of  ideas.  Custom  may  lead 
us  into  some  false  comparison  of  ideas.  This  is  the  utmost 
effect  we  can  conceive  of  it.  But  'tis  certain  it  cou'd  never 
supply  the  j^lace  of  that  comparison,  nor  produce  any  act  of 
the  mind,  which  naturally  belonged  to  that  principle. 

A  person,  that  has  lost  a  leg  or  an  arm  by  amputation, 
endeavours  for  a  long  time  afterwards  to  servo  himself  with 
them.  After  the  death  of  any  one,  His  a  common  remark 
of  the  whole  family,  but  especially  of  the  servants,  that 
they  can  scarce  believe  him  to  be  dead,  but  still  imagine 
him  to  be  in  his  chamber  or  in  any  other  place,  where  they 
were  accustomed  to  find  him.  I  have  often  heard  in  con- 
versation, after  talking  of  a  person,  that  is  any  way  cele- 
brated, that  one,  who  has  no  acquaintance  with  him,  will  say, 
I  have  never  seen  euch-Or-one,  hut  almost  favicy  I  have  ;  so  often 
have  I  heard  talk  of  Mm.     All  these  are  parallel  instances. 

If  we  consider  this  argument  from  education  in  a  proper 
light,  'twill  appear  very  convincing ;  and  the  more  so,  that  'tis 
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foondcd  on  one  of  the  most  common  phsenomena,  that  is 
any  i??here  to  be  met  with.  I  am  persuaded,  that  upon  exami- 
nation we  shall  find  more  than  one  half  of  those  opinions, 
that  prevail  among  mankind,  to  be  owinpf  to  education,  and 
that  the  principles,  which  are  thus  implicitely  embrac'd,  over- 
baUance  those,  which  are  owing  either  to  abstract  reasoning 
or  experience.  As  liars,  by  the  frequent  repetition  of  their 
lies,  come  at  last  to  remember  them ;  so  the  judgment,  or 
rather  the  imagination,  by  the  like  means,  may  have  ideas 
so  strongly  imprinted  on  it,  and  conceive  them  in  so  full  a 
light,  that  they  may  operate  upon  the  muid  in  the  same 
manner  with  those,  which  the  senses,  memory  or  reason 
present  to  us.  But  as  education  is  an  artificial-  and  not  a 
natural  cause,  and  as  its  maxims  are  frequently  contrary  to 
reason,  and  even  to  themselves  in  different  times  and  places, 
it  is  never  upon  that  account  recogniz'd  by  philosophers ; 
tho'  in  reality  it  be  built  almost  on  the  same  foundation  of 
custom  and  repetition  as  our  reasonings  from  causes  and 
effects.* 


Sect.  X. — Of  the  Influence  of  Belief. 

But  tho'  education  be  disclaim'd  by  philosophy,  as  a 
fallacious  ground  of  assent  to  any  opinion,  it  prevails 
nevertheless  in  the  world,  and  is  the  cause  why  all  systems 
are  apt  to  be  rejected  at  first  as  new  and  unusual.  This 
perhaps  will  be  tho  fate  of  what  I  have  here  advanced 
concerning  belief  and  tho'  the  proofs  I  have  produced  ap- 
pear to  me  perfectly  conclusive,  I  expect  not  to  make  many 
proselytes  to  my  opinion.  Men  will  scarce  ever  be  persuaded, 
that  effects  of  such  consequence  can  flow  from  principles, 
which  are  seemingly  so  inconsiderable,  and  that  the  far 
greatest  part  of  our  reasonings  with  aU  our  actions  and 


'  In  general  we  may  observe,  that  as 
our  assent  to  all  probable  reasonings  is 
founded  on  the  vivacity  of  ideas,  it  re- 
sembles many  of  those  whimsies  and 
prejudices,  which  are  rejected  under  tho 
opprobrious  character  of  being  the  off- 
spring of  the  imagination.  By  this 
expression  it  appears  that  the  word, 
imagination,  is  commonly  us'd  in  two 
different  senses ;  and  tho*  nothing  be 
more  contrary  to  true  philosophy,  than 
this  inaccuracy,  yet  in  the  following 


reasonings  I  hare  often  been  obligM  to 
fall  into  it.  When  I  oppose  the  imagi- 
nation to  the  memoiy,  1  mean  the  fa- 
culty, by  which  we  form  our  fainter 
ideas.  When  I  oppose  it  to  reason,  I 
mean  the  same  faculty,  excludingonly  our 
demonstrative  and  probable  reasonings. 
When  I  oppose  it  to  neither,  *tis  indif- 
ferent whether  it  be  taken  in  the  larger 
or  more  limiti^d  pcnse,  or  at  least  tho 
context  will  sufficiently  explain  the 
meaning. 
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passions,  can  be  deriy'd  from  nothing  but  custom  and  habit.     SECT. 
To  obviate  this  objection,  I  shall  here  anticipate  a  little  what  ^  _  ^'  _ 
"wou'd  more  properly  fall  under  our  consideration  afterwards,  of  the 
iwhen  we  come  to  treat  of  the  passions  and  the  sense  of  influence 

•■  .  .    of  belief. 

beauty. 

There  is  implanted  in  the  human  mind  a  perception  of 
pain  and  pleasure,  as  the  chief  spring  and  moving  principle 
of  all  its  actions.     But  pain  and  pleasure  have  two  ways  of 
making  their  appearance  in  the  mind ;  of  which  the  one  has 
effects  very  different  from  the  other.  They  may  either  appear 
in  impression  to  the  actual  feeling,  or  only  in  idea,  as  at 
present  when  I  mention  them.     ^Tis  evident  the  influence 
of  these  upon  our  actions  is  far  from  being  equal.     Impres- 
sions always  actuate  the  soul,  and  that  in  the  highest  degree; 
but  'tis  not  eveiy  idea  which  has  the  same  effect.    Nature  has 
proceeded  with  caution  in  this  case,  and  seems  to  have  care- 
fully avoided  the  inconveniences  of  two  extremes.     Did  im- 
pressions alone  influence  the  will,  we  should  every  moment 
of  our  lives  be  subject  to  the  greatest  calamities ;  because, 
tho'  we  foresaw  their  approach,  we  should  not  be  provided 
by  nature  with  any  principle  of  action,  which  might  impel 
us  to  avoid  them.     On  the  other  hand,  did  every  idea  in- 
fluence our  actions,  our  condition  would  not  be  much  mended. 
For  such  is  the  unsteadiness  and  activity  of  thought,  that 
the  images  of  every  thing,  especially  of  goods  and  evils, 
are  always  wandering  in  the  mind ;  and  were  it  mov'd  by 
every  idle  conception  of  this  kind,  it  would  never  enjoy  a 
moment's  peace  and  tranquillity. 

Nature  has,  therefore,  chosen  a  medium,  and  has  neither 
bestow'd  on  every  idea  of  good  and  evil  the  power  of  actuat- 
ing the  will,  nor  yet  has  entirely  excluded  them  from  this 
influence.  Tho'  an  idle  fiction  has  no  efficacy,  yet  we  find 
by  experience,  that  the  ideas  of  those  objects,  which  we 
believe  either  are  or  will  be  existent,  produce  in  a  lesser 
degree  the  same  effect  with  those  impressions,  which  are 
immediately  present  to  the  senses  and  perception.  The 
effect,  then,  of  belief  is  to  raise  up  a  simple  idea  to  an 
equality  with  our  impressions,  and  bestow  on  it  a  like 
influence  on  the  passions.  This  effect  it  can  only  have 
by  making  an  idea  approach  an  impression  in  force  and 
vivacity.  For  as  the  dbBferent  degrees  of  force  make  all  the 
original  differftnce  betwixt  an  impression  and  an  idea,  they 
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FAKT     mnst  of  consequence  be  the  source  of  all  the  differences  in 
^^'       the    effects   of   these   perceptions,  and  their  removal,    in 


Of  know-  whole  or  in  part,  the  cause  of  every  new  resemblance  they 
ledge  and  acquire.  Wherever  we  can  make  an  idea  approach  the  im- 
Suity."  pressions  in  force  and  vivacity,  it  will  likewise  imitate  them 
in  its  influence  on  the  mind ;  and  vice  versa,  where  it  imitates 
them  in  that  influence,  as  in  the  present  case,  this  must 
proceed  from  its  approaching  them  in  force  and  vivacity. 
Belief,  therefore,  since  it  causes  an  idea  to  imitate  the  effects 
of  the  impressions,  must  make  it  resemble  them  in  these 
qualities,  and  is  nothing  but  a  more  vivid  and  intense  con- 
eepHon  of  any  idea.  This,  then,  may  both  serve  as  an  ad- 
ditional argument  for  the  present  system,  and  may  give  us 
a  notion  after  what  manner  our  reasonings  from  causation 
are  able  to  operate  on  the  will  and  passions. 

As  belief  is  almost  absolutely  requisite  to  the  exciting  our 
passions,  so  the  passions  in  tiieir  turn  are  very  favourable 
to  belief;  and  not  only  such  facts  as  convey  agreeable 
emotions,  but  very  often  such  as  give  pain,  do  upon  that 
account  become  more  readily  the  objects  of  faith  and  opinion. 
A  coward,  whose  fears  are  easily  awakened,  readily  assents 
to  every  account  of  danger  he  meets  with ;  as  a  person  of  ai 
sorrowful  and  melancholy  disposition  is  very  credulous  of 
every  thing,  that  nourishes  his  prevailing  passion.  When 
any  affecting  object  is  presented,  it  gives  the  alarm,  and 
excites  immediately  a  degree  of  its  proper  passion ;  especially 
in  persons  who  are  naturally  inclined  to  that  passion.  This 
emotion  passes  by  an  easy  transition  to  the  imagination ;  and 
difEusing  itself  over  our  idea  of  the  affecting  object,  makes  us 
form  that  idea  with  greater  force  and  vivacity,  and  conse- 
quently  assent  to  it,  according  to  the  precedent  system. 
Admiration  and  surprize  have  the  same  effect  as  the  other 
passions ;  and  accordingly  we  may  observe,  that  among  the 
vulgar,  quacks  and  projectors  meet  with  a  more  easy  faith 
upon  account  of  their  magnificent  pretensions,  than  if  they 
kept  themselves  within  the  bounds  of  moderation.  The  first 
astonishment,  which  naturally  attends  their  miraculous  re- 
lations, spreads  itself  over  the  whole  soul,  and  so  vivifies  and 
enlivens  the  idea,  that  it  resembles  the  inferences  we  draw 
from  experience.  This  is  a  mystery,  with  which  we  may  be 
already  a  little  acquainted,  and  which  we  shall  have  farther 
occasion  to  be  let  into  in  the  progress  of  this  treatise. 
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After  this  account  of  tlie  influence  of  belief  on  the  passions^     sect. 

we  shall  find  less  difficulty  in  explaining  its  effects  on  the  ima-  .^ ^ 

gination^  however  extraordinary  they  may  appear.  *Ti8  of  the 
certain  we  cannot  take  pleasure  in  any  discourse,  where  our  influence 
judgment  gives  no  assent  to  those  images  which  are  presented  ^  ®  ^^^' 
to  our  fancy.  The  conversation  of  those  who  have  acquired 
a  habit  of  lying,  tho'  in  affairs  of  no  moment,  never  gives 
any  satisfaction;  and  that  because  those  ideas  they  present 
to  IIS,  not  being  attended  with  belief,  make  no  impression 
upon  the  mind.  Poets  themselves,  tho'  liars  by  profession, 
always  endeavour  to  give  an  air  of  truth  to  their  fictions ; 
and  where  that  is  totally  neglected,  their  performances,  how- 
ever ingenious,  will  never  be  able  to  afford  much  pleasure. 
In  short,  we  may  observe,  that  even  when  ideas  have  no 
manner  of  influence  on  the  will  and  passions,  truth  and 
reality  are  stiU  requisite,  in  order  to  make  them  entertaining 
to  the  imagination. 

But  if  we  compare  together  all  the  phsenomena  that  occur 
on  this  head,  we  shall  find,  that  truth,  however  necessary  it 
may  seem  in  all  works  of  genius,  has  no  other  effect  than  to 
procure  an  easy  reception  for  the  ideas,  and  to  make  the 
mind  acquiesce  in  them  with  satisfaction,  or  at  least  without 
reluctance.  But  as  this  is  an  effect,  which  may  easily  be 
supposed  to  flow  from  that  solidity  and  force,  which,  accord* 
ing  to  my  system,  attend  those  ideas  that  pcre  established  by 
reasonings  from  causation  ;  it  follows,  that  all  the  influence 
of  belief  upon  the  fancy  may  be  explained  from  that  system. 
Accordingly  we  may  observe,  that  wherever  that  influence 
arises  from  any  other  principles  beside  truth  or  reality,  they 
supply  its  place,  and  give  an  equal  entertainment  to  the 
imagination.  Poets  have  form'd  what  they  call  a  poetical 
System  of  things,  which  tho'  it  be  believed  neither  by  them- 
selves nor  readers,  is  commonly  esteemed  a  sufficient  founda^- 
tion  for  any  fiction.  We  have  been  so  much  accustomed  to 
the  names  of  Mass,  Jupiteb,  Venus,  that  in  the  same  manner 
as  education  infixes  any  opinion,  the  constant  repetition  of 
these  ideas  makes  them  enter  into  the  mind  with  facility, 
and  prevail  upon  the  fancy,  without  influencing  the  judg- 
ment. In  like  manner  tragedians  always  borrow  their  fable^ 
or  at  least  the  names  of  their  principal  actors,  from  some 
known  passage  in  history ;  and  that  not  in  order  to  deceive 
the  spectators ;  for  they  will  frankly  confess,  that  truth  is  not 
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PART     in  any  circumstance  inviolably  observed;  but  in  order  to 

H^'       procure  a  more  easy  reception  into  the  imagination  for  those 

Of  know-    extraordinary  events,  which  they  represent.     But  this  is  a 

ledge  and    precaution,  which  is  not  required  of  comic  poets,  whose 

bUity'        personages  and  incidents,  being  of  a  more  familar  kind, 

enter  easily  into  the  conception,  and  are  received  without 

any  such  formality,  even  tho'  at  first  sight  they  be  known 

to  be  fictitious,  and  the  pure  offspring  of  the  fancy. 

This  mixture  of  truth  and  falshood  in  the  fables  of  tragic 
poets  not  only  serves  our  present  purpose,  by  shewmg,  that 
the  imagination  can  be  satisfy'd  without  any  absolute  belief 
or  assurance ;  but  may  in  anotibier  view  be  regarded  as  a  very 
strong  confirmation  of  this  system.  'Tis  evident,  that  poets 
make  use  of  this  artifice  of  borrowing  the  names  of  their 
persons,  and  the  chief  events  of  their  poems,  from  history,  in 
order  to  procure  a  more  easy  reception  for  the  whole,  and 
cause  it  to  make  a  deeper  impression  on  the  fimcy  and  af- 
fections. The  several  incidents  of  the  piece  acquire  a  kind 
of  relation  by  being  united  into  one  poem  or  representation; 
and  if  any  of  these  incidents  be  an  object  of  belief,  it  bestows 
a  force  and  vivacity  on  the  others,  which  are  related  to  it. 
The  vividness  of  the  first  conception  diffuses  itself  along  the 
relations,  and  is  convey'd,  as  by  so  many  pipes  or  canals,  to 
every  idea  that  has  any  communication  with  the  primary 
one.  This,  indeed,  can  never  amount  to  a  perfect  assurance ; 
and  that  because  the  union  among  the  ideas  is,  in  a  manner, 
accidental :  But  still  it  approaches  so  near,  in  its  influence,  as 
may  convince  us,  that  they  are  deriv'd  from  the  same  origin. 
Belief  must  please  the  imagination  by  means  of  the  force 
and  vivacity  which  attends  it ;  since  every  idea,  which  has 
force  and  vivacity,  is  found  to  be  agreeable  to  that  fa^^ulty. 

To  confirm  this  we  may  observe,  that  the  assistance  is  mutual 
betwixt  the  judgment  and  fancy,  as  well  as  betwixt  the  judg- 
ment and  passion ;  and  that  belief  not  only  gives  vigour  to 
the  imagination,  but  that  a  vigorous  and  strong  imagination 
is  of  all  talents  the  most  proper  to  procure  belief  and 
authority.  'Tis  difScult  for  us  to  withhold  our  assent  from 
what  is  painted  out  to  us  in  all  the  colours  of  eloquence ; 
and  the  vivacity  produced  by  the  fancy  is  in  many  cases 
greater  than  that  which  arises  from  custom  and  experience. 
We  are  hurried  away  by  the  lively  imagination  of  our  author 


in- 
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or  companion ;  and  even  he  himself  is  often  a  victim  to  his     sect. 
own  fire  and  genius.  X. 

Nor  will  it  be  amiss  to  remark,  that  as  a  lively  imagina-  ^^  ^^ 
tion  very  often  degenerates  into  madness  or  folly,  and  bears  fluence  of 
it  a  great  resemblance  in  its  operations ;  so  they  influence  the  ^^*®^' 
judgment  after  the  same  manner,  and  produce  belief  from  the 
very  same  principles.  When  the  imagination,  from  any 
extraordinary  ferment  of  the  blood  and  spirits,  acquires  such 
a  vivacity  as  disorders  all  its  powers  and  faculties,  there  is 
no  means  of  distinguishing  betwixt  truth  and  falshood; 
but  every  loose  fiction  or  idea,  having  the  same  influence 
as  the  impressions  of  the  memory,  or  tlie  conclusions  of  the 
judgment,  is  received  on  the  same  footing,  and  operates  with 
equal  force  on  the  passions.  A  present  impression  and  a  cus- 
tomary transition  are  now  no  longer  necessary  to  inliven  our 
ideas.  Every  chimera  of  the  brain  is  as  vivid  and  intense  as 
any  of  those  inferences,  wliich  we  formerly  dignify'd  with  the 
name  of  conclusions  concerning  matters  of  fact,  and  some- 
times as  the  present  impressions  of  the  senses.' 

We  may  observe  the  same  effect  of  poetry  in  a  lesser 
degree ;  and  this  is  common  both  to  poetry  and  madness, 
that  the  vivacity  they  bestow  on  the  ideas  is  not  derived  from 
the  particular  situations  or  connexions  of  the  objects  of  these 
ideas,  but  from  the  present  temper  and  disposition  of  the 
person.  But  how  great  soever  the  pitch  may  be,  to  which 
this  vivacity  rises,  'tis  evident,  that  in  poetiy  it  never  has  the 
same  feeling  with  that  wliich  arises  in  the  mind,  when  we 
reason,  tho'  even  upon  the  lowest  species  of  probability.  The 
mind  can  easily  distinguish  betwixt  the  one  and  the  other ; 
and  whatever  emotion  the  poetical  enthusiasm  may  give  to 
the  spirits,  'tis  still  the  mere  phantomof  belief  or  persuasion. 
The  case  is  the  same  with  the  idea,  as  with  the  passion  it  occa- 
sions. There  is  no  passion  of  the  human  mind  but  what  may 
arise  from  poetry ;  tho'  at  the  same  time  the  feelings  of  the 
passions  are  very  different  when  excited  by  poetical  fictions, 
from  what  they  are. when  they  arise  from  belief  and  reality. 
A  passion,  which  is  disagreeable  in  real  life,  may  afford  the 
highest  entertainment  in  a  tragedy,  or  epic  poem.  In  the 
latter  case,  it  lies  not  with  that  weight  upon  us :  It  feels  less 
firm  and  solid :  And  has  no  other  than  the  agreeable  effect  of 
exciting  the  spirits,  and  rouzingthe  attention.  The  difference 

'  Tlie  throe  fullowing  ps^^^gniphs  were  added  in  the  Appendix- — Eo. 
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FART     in  the  passions  is  a  clear  proof  of  a  like  difference  in.  those 
.    ^^*    .  ideas,  firom  which  the  passions   are  derived.     Where  tlie 
Of  know-     vivacity  arises  from  a  customary  conjunction  with  a  present 
ledge  and    impression ;  tho*  the  imagination  may  not,  in  appearance,  be 
biUty."        ^^  much  mov'd ;  yet  there  is  always  something  more  forcible 
and  real  in  its  actions,  than  in  the  fervors  of  poetry  and  elo- 
quence.    The  force  of  our  mental  actions  in  this  case,  no 
more  than  in  any  other,  is  not  to  be  measur'd  by  the  apparent 
agitation  of  the  mind.    A  poetical  description  may  have  a 
more  sensible  effect  on  the  fancy,  than  an  historical  narration. 
It  may  collect  more  of  those  circumstances,  that  form  a  com- 
pleat  image  or  picture.    It  may  seem  to  set  the  object  before 
ufl  in  more  lively  colours.     But  still  the  ideas  it  presents 
are  different  to  the/eeiinj  from  those,  which  arise  fi'om  the 
memory  and  the  judgment.    There  is  something  weak  and 
imperfect  amidst  all  that  seeming  vehemence  of  thought  and 
sentiment,  which  attends  the  fictions  of  poetry. 

We  shall  afterwards  have  occasion  to  remark  both  the  re- 
semblances and  differences  betwixt  a  poetical  enthusiasm,  and 
a  serious  conviction.  In  the  mean  time  I  cannot  forbear  ob- 
serving, that  the  great  difference  in  their  feeling  proceeds  in 
some  measure  from  reflection  and  general  rules.  We  observe, 
that  the  vigour  of  conception,  which  fictions  receive  from 
poetry  and  eloquence,  is  a  circumstance  merely  accidental,  of 
which  every  idea  is  equally  susceptible;  and  that  such  fictions 
are  connected  with  nothing  that  is  real.  This  observation 
makes  us  only  lend  ourselves,  so  to  speak,  to  the  fiction  :  But 
causes  the  idea  to  feel  very  different  from  the  eternal  estab- 
lished persuasions  founded  on  memory  and  custom.  They  are 
somewhat  of  the  same  kind :  But  the  one  is  much  inferior  to 
the  other,  both  in  its  causes  and  effects. 

A  like  reflection  on  general  rules'keepB  us  from  augmenting 
our  belief  upon  every  encrease  of  the  force  and  vivacity  of  our 
ideas.  Where  an  opinion  admits  of  no  doubt,  or  opposite 
probability,  we  attribute  to  it  a  full  conviction ;  tho'  the  want 
of  resemblance,  or  contiguity,  may  render  its  force  inferior  to 
that  of  other  opinions.  *Tis  thus  the  understanding  corrects 
the  appearances  of  the  senses,  and  makes  us  imagine,  that  an 
object  at  twenty  foot  distance  seems  even  to  the  eye  as  large 
as  one  of  the  same  dimensions  at  ten. 

We  may  observe  the  same  effect  of  poetry  in  a  lesser 
degree;  only  with  this  difference,  that  the  least  reflection 
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dissipates  the  illusions  of  poetry,  and  places  the  objects  in      SECT, 
their   proper    light.      'Tis    however    certain,  that   in   the 


warmth  of  a  poetical  enthusiasm,  a  poet  has  a  counterfeit  of  the 
"belief,  and  even  a  kind  of  vision  of  his  objects  :  And  if  there  ^°^®?^® 
be  any  shadow  of  argument  to  support  this  belief,  nothing 
contributes    more  to   his  full   conviction    than  a   blaze  of 
poetical  figures  and  images,  which  have  their  effect  upon  the 
poet  himself,  as  well  as  upon  his  readers. 


Sect.  XI. — Of  the  Probability  of  Chances. 

But  in  order  to  bestow  on  this  system  its  full  force  and 
evidence,  we  must  carry  oar  eye  from  it  a  moment  to  con- 
sider its  consequences,  and  explain  from  the  same  principles 
some  other  species  of  reasoning,  which  are  deiiv'd  from  the 
same  origin. 

Those  philosophers,  who  have  divided  human  reason 
into  knowledge  cmd  probability,  and  have  defined  the  first  to 
be  that  evidence^  which  arises  from,  the  comparison  ofideasy  are 
obliged  to  comprehend  all  our  arguments  from  causes  or 
effects  under  the  general  term  of  probability.  But  tho'  every 
one  be  free  to  use  his  terms  in  what  sense  he  pleases ;  and 
accordingly  in  the  precedent  part  of  this  discourse,  I  have 
followed  this  method  of  expression;  'tis  however  certain, 
that  in  common  discourse  we  readily  aflSrm,  that  many  argu« 
ments  from  causation  exceed  probability,  and  may  be 
received  as  a  superior  kind  of  evidence.*  One  wou'd  appear 
ridiculous,  who  wou'd  say,  that  'tis  only  probable  the  sun  will 
rise  to-morrow,  or  that  all  men  must  dye ;  tho'  'tis  plain 
we  have  no  further  assurance  of  these  facts,  than  what  expe- 
rience affords  us.  For  this  reason,  'twould  perhaps  be  more 
convenient,  in  order  at  once  to  preserve  the  common  sig- 
nification of  words,  and  mark  the  several  degrees  of  evidence, 
to  distinguish  human  reason  into  three  kinds,  viz.  that  from 
lenowledgey  from  proof 8,  and  from  probabilities.  By  knowledge, 
I  mean  the  assurance  arising  from  the  comparison  of  ideas. 
By  proofs,  those  arguments,  which  are  deriv'd  from  the  rela- 
tion of  cause  and  effect,  and  which  are  entirely  free  from 
doubt  and  uncertainty.    By  probability,  that  evidence,  which 

>  [Introd.  §  836.] 
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is  still  attended  with  uncertainty.    'Tis  this  last  species  of 
reasoning,  I  proceed  to  examine. 

Probability  or  reasoning  from  conjecture  may  be  divided 
into  two  kinds,  viz,  that  which  is  founded  on  ^ifeonce,  and 
that  which  arises  from  rmiffflir  We  shall  considCT^ach  of 
these  in  order. 

The  idea  of  cause  and  effect  is  deriv'd  from  experience, 
which  presenting  us  with  certain  objects  constantly  con- 
joined with  eacl\  other,  produces  such  a  habit  of  surveying 
them  in  that  relation,  that  we  cannot  without  a  sensible 
violence  survey  them  in  any  other.  On  the  other  hand,  as 
chance  is  nothing  real  in  itself,  and,  properly  speaking,  is 
merely  the  negation  of  a  cause,  its  influence  on  the  mind  is 
contrary  to  that  of  causation ;  and  'tis  essential  to  it,  to  leave 
the  imagination  perfectly  indifferent,  either  to  consider  the 
existence  or  non-existence  of  that  object,  which  is  regarded 
as  contingent.  A  cause  traces  the  way  to  our  thought,  and 
in  a  manner  forces  us  to  survey  such  certain  objects,  in  such 
certain  relations.  Chance  can  only  destroy  this  determina- 
tion of  the  thought,  and  leave  the  mind  in  its  native 
situation  of  indifference ;  in  which,  upon  the  absence  of  a 
cause,  'tis  instantly  re-instated. 

Since  therefore  an  entire  indifference  is  essential  to 
chance,  no  one  chance  can  possibly  be  superior  to  another, 
otherwise  than  as  it  is  compos'd  of  a  superior  number  of 
equal  chances.  For  if  we  affirm  that  one  chance  can,  after 
any  other  manner,  be  superior  to  another,  we  must  at  the 
same  time  afBrm,  that  there  is  something,  which  gives  it  the 
superiority,  and  determines  the  event  rather  to  that 'side 
than  the  other :  That  is,  in  other  words,  we  must  allow  of  a 
cause,  and  destroy  the  supposition  of  chance ;  which  we  had 
before  establish'd.  A  perfect  and  total  indifference  is  essen- 
tial to  chance,  and  one  total  indifference  can  never  in  itself 
be  either  superior  or  inferior  to  another.  This  truth  is  not 
peculiar  to  my  system,  but  is  acknowledged  by  every  one, 
that  forms  calculations  concerning  chances. 

And  here  'tis  remarkable,  that  tho'  chance  and  causation 
be  directly  contrary,  yet  'tis  impossible  for  us  to  conceive  this 
combination  of  chances,  which  is  requisite  to  render  one 
hazard  superior  to  another,  without  supposing  a  mixture  of 
causes  among  the  chances,  and  a  conjunction  of  necessity  in 
some  particulars,  with  a  total  indifference  in  others.    Where 
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nothing   limits   the    chances,  every  notion,  that  the  most      SECT, 
extravagant  fancy  can  form,  is  upon  a  footing  of  equality ;  .    ^      . 
nor  can  there  be  any   circumstance   to  give  one  the  ad-  Of  the  pro- 
vantage  above  another.    Thus  unless  we  allow,  that  there  lability  of 
are  some  causes  to  make  the  dice  fall,  and  preserve  their 
form  in  their  fall,  and  lie  upon  some  one  of  their  sides,  we 
can  form  no  calculation  concerning  the  laws  of  hazard.    But 
supposing  these  causes  to  operate,  and  supposing  likewise  all 
the  rest  to  be  indifferent  aAd  to  be  determin'd  by  chance, 
^tis  easy  to  arrive  at  a  notion  of  a  superior  combination  of 
chances.     A  dye  that  has  four  sides  mark'd  witJi  a  certain 
number  of  spots,  and  only  two  with  another,  affords  us  an 
obvious  and  easy  instance  of  this  superiority.     The  mind  is 
here  limited  by  the  causes  to  such  a  precise  number  and 
quality  of  the  events ;  and  at  the  same  time  is  undetermin'd 
in  its  choice  of  any  particular  event. 

Proceeding  then  in  that  reasoning,  wherein  we  have  ad- 
vanced three  steps ;  that  chance  is  merely  the  negation  of  a 
cause,  and  produces  a  total  indifference  in  the  mind ;  that 
one  negation  of  a  cause  and  one  total  indifference  can  never 
be  superior  or  inferior  to  another;  and  that  there  must 
always  be  a  mixture  of  causes  among  the  chances,  in.  order 
to  be  the  foundation  of  any  reasoning :  We  are  next  to  con* 
aider  what  effect  a  superior  combination  of  chances  can  have 
upon  the  mind,  and  after  what  manner  it  influences  our 
judgment  and  opinion.  Here  we  may  repeat  all  the  same 
arguments  we  employed  in  examining  that  belief,  which  arises 
from  causes ;  and  may  prove,  after  the  same  manner,  that  a 
superior  number  of  chances  produces  our  assent  neither  by 
demonstration  nor  probahility.  'Tis  indeed  evident,  that  we 
can  never  by  the  comparison  of  mere  ideas  make  any  dis- 
covery, which  can  be  of  consequence  in  this  affair,  and  that 
'tis  impossible  to  prove  with  certainty,  that  any  event  must 
fall  on  that  side  where  there  is  a  superior  number  of  chances. 
To  suppose  in  this  case  any  certainty,  were  to  overthrow 
what  we  have  established  concerning  the  opposition  of  chances, 
and  their  perfect  equality  and  indifference. 

Shou'd  it  be  said,  that  tho'  in  an  opposition  of  chances 
'tis  impossible  to  determine  with  certainty ,  on  which  side  the 
event  will  fall,  yet  we  can  pronounce  with  certainty,  that  'tis 
more  likely  and  probable,  'twill  be  on  that  side  where  there 
is  a  superior  number  of  chances,  than  where  there  is  an 
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inferior:  Shon'd  this  be  said,  I  won'd  ask,  what  is  here 
meant  by  likelihood  and  probability?  The  likelihood  and 
probability  of  chances  is  a  superior  number  of  equal  chances ; . 
and  consequently  when  we  say  'tis  likely  the  event  will  fell 
on  the  side,  which  is  superior,  rather  than  on  the  inferior,  we 
do  no  more  than  affirm,  that  where  there  is  a  superior  number 
of  chances  there  is  actually  a  superior,  and  where  there  is 
a^  inferior  there  is  an  inferior ;  which  are  identical  propo- 
itions,  and  of  no  consequence.  The  question  is,  by  what 
means  a  superior  number  of  equal  chances  operates  upon  the 
mind,  and  produces  belief  or  assent;  since  it  appears,  that 
'tis  neither  by  arguments  deriv'd  from  demonstration,  nor 
from  probability. 

In  order  to  clear  up  this  difficulty,  we  shall  suppose  a 
person  to  take  a  dye,  form'd  after  such  a  manner  as  that 
four  of  its  sides  are  marked  with  one  figure,  or  one  number 
of  spots,  and  two  with  another ;  and  to  put  this  dye  into  the 
box  with  an  intention  of  throwing  it :  'Tis  plain,  he  must 
conclude  the  one  figure  to  be  more  probable  than  the  other, 
and  give  the  preference  to  that  which  is  inscribed  on  the 
greatest  number  of  sides.  He  in  a  manner  believes,  that 
this  will  lie  uppermost ;  tho'  still  with  hesitation  and  doubt, 
in  proportion  to  the  number  of  chances,  which  are  contrary : 
And  according  as  these  contrary  chances  diminish,  and  tiie 
superiority  encreases  on  the  other  side,  his  belief  acquires 
new  degrees  of  stability  and  assurance.  This  belief  arises 
from  an  operation  of  the  mind  upon  the  simple  and  limited 
object  before  us ;  and  therefore  its  nature  will  be  the  more 
easily  discovered  and  explained.  We  have  nothing  but  one 
single  dye  to  contemplate,  in  order  to  comprehend  one  of 
the  most  curious  operations  of  the  understanding. 

This  dye,  form'd  as  above,  contains  three  circumstances 
worthy  of  our  attention.  First,  Certain  causes,  such  as  gravity, 
solidity,  a  cubical  figure,  &c.  which  determine  it  to  fell,  to 
preserve  its  form  in  its  fall,  and  to  turn  up  one  of  its  sides. 
Secondly,  A  certain  number  of  sides,  which  are  supposed  in- 
different. Thirdly,  A  certain  figure  inscrib'd  on  each  side. 
These  three  particulars  form  the  whole  nature  of  the  dye, 
so  far  as  relates  to  our  present  purpose ;  and  consequently 
are  the  only  circumstances  regarded  by  the  mind  in  its 
forming  a  judgment  concerning  the  result  of  such  a  throw. 
Let  us,  therefore,  consider  gradually  and  carefully  what  must 
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be  the  influence  of  these  circumstajices  on  the  thought  and     sect. 
imagination,  .    ^}'  _ . 

First,  We  have  abeady  observed,  that  the  mind  is  deter-  Of  thepro- 
min*d  by  custom  to  pass  from  any  cause  to  its  eflfect,  and  ^^ncefl  ^^ 
that  upon  the  appearance  of  the  one,  'tis  almost  impossible 
for  it  not  to  form  an  idea  of  the  other.  Their  constant  con- 
junction in  past  instances  has  produc'd  such  a  habit  in  the 
mind,  that  it  always  conjoins  them  in  its  thought,  and  infers 
the  existence  of  tiie  one  from  that  of  its  usual  attendant. 
When  it  considers  the  dye  as  no  longer  supported  by  thd 
box,  it  cannot  without  yiolence  regard  it  as  suspended  in  the 
air ;  but  naturally  places  it  on  the  table,  and  views  it  as 
turning  up  one  of  its  sides.  This  is  the  eflTect  of  the  inter- 
mingled causes,  which  are  requisite  to  our  forming  any  cal- 
culation concerning  chances. 

Secondly,  'Tis  supposed,  that  tho*  the  dye  be  necessarily 
determin'd  to  fall,  and  turn  up  one  of  its  sides,  yet  there  is 
nothing  to  fix  the  particular  side,  but  that  this  is  determin'd 
entirely  by  chance.  The  very  nature  and  essence  of  chance  . 
is  a  negation  of  causes,  and  the  leaving  the  mind  in  a  perfect 
indifference  among  those  events,  which  are  suppos'd  con- 
tingent. When  therefore  the  thought  is  determin'd  by  the 
causes  to  consider  the  dye  as  falling  and  turning  up  one  of 
its  sides,  the  chances  present  all  these  sides  as  equal,  and  make 
us  consider  every  one  of  them,  one  after  another,  as  alike 
probable  and  possible.  The  imagination  passes  from  the 
cause,  viz.  the  throwing  of  the  dye,  to  the  effect,  viz.  the 
turning  up  one  of  the  six  sides ;  and  feels  a  kind  of  impossi- 
bility both  of  stopping  short  in  the  way,  and  of  forming  any 
other  idea.  But  as  all  these  six  sides  are  incompatible,  and 
the  dye  cannot  turn  up  above  one  at  once,  this  principle 
directs  us  not  to  consider  all  of  them  at  once  as  lying  upper- 
most ;  which  we  look  upon  as  impossible :  Neither  does  it 
direct  us  with  its  entire  force  to  any  particular  side ;  for  in 
that  case  this  side  wou'd  be  considered  as  certain  and  in- 
evitable ;  but  it  directs  us  to  the  whole  six  sides  afber  such  a 
manner  as  to  divide  its  force  equally  among  them.  We 
conclude  in  general,  that  some  one  of  them  must  result  from 
the  throw :  We  run  all  of  them  over  in  our  minds :  The 
determination  of  the  thought  is  common  to  all ;  but  no  more 
of  its  force  falls  to  the  share  of  any  one,  than  what  is  suitable 
to  its  proportion  with  the  rest.     *Tis  after  this  manner  the 


428  A  TREATISE  OF  HUMAN  NATURE.         Part  EL 

PART     original  impulse,  and  consequently  the  vivacity  of  thought, 
arising  from  the  causes,  is  divided  and  split  in  pieces  by  the 


Of  know-  intermingled  chances, 
ledge  and  ^q  i^ave  already  seen  the  influence  of  the  two  first  quali- 
bility.*  ties  of  the  dye,  viz.  the  cavseSf  and  the  nnmber  and  indiffer^ 
ence  of  the  sides,  and  have  leam'd  how  they  give  an  impulse 
to  the  thought,  and  divide  that  impulse  into  as  many  parts 
as  there  are  unites  in  the  number  of  sides.  We  must  now 
consider  the  effects  of  the  third  particular,  vie.  the  figures 
inscribed  on  each  side.  'Tis  evident  that  where  several  sides 
have  the  same  figure  inscribed  on  them,  they  must  concur 
in  their  influence  on  the  mind,  and  must  unite  upon  one 
image  or  idea  of  a  figure  all  those  divided  impulses,  that 
were  dispersed  over  the  several  sides,  upon  which  that  figure 
is  inscribed.  Were  the  question  only  what  side  will  be 
tum'd  up,  these  are  all  perfectly  equal,  and  no  one  cou'd 
ever  have  any  advantage  above  another.  But  as  the  question 
is  concerning  the  figure,  and  as  the  same  figure  is  presented 
by  more  than  one  side ;  'tis  evident,  that  the  impulses  belong- 
ing to  all  these  sides  must  re-unite  in  that  one  figure,  and 
become  stronger  and  more  forcible  by  the  union.  Pour 
sides  are  suppos'd  in  the  present  case  to  have  the  same  figure 
inscribed  on  them,  and  two  to  have  another  figure.  The 
impulses  of  the  former  are,  therefore,  superior  to  those  of 
the  latter.  But  as  the  events  are  contrary,  and  'tis  impos- 
sible both  these  figures  can  be  tum'd  up ;  the  impulses  like- 
wise become  contrary,  and  the  inferior  destroys  the  superior, 
as  far  as  its  strength  goes.  The  vivacity  of  the  idea  is 
always  proportionable  to  the  degrees  of  the  impulse  or  ten- 
^  dency  to  the  transition ;  and  belief  is  the  same  with  the 
vivacity  of  the  idea,  according  to  the  precedent  doctrine. 

Sect.  XIT. — Of  the  Probability  of  Causes. 

What  I  have  said  concerning  the  probability  of  chances 
can  serve  to  no  other  purpose,  than  to  assist  us  in  explaining 
the  probability  of  causes ;  since  'tis  commonly  allow'd  by 
philosophers,  that  what  the  vulgar  call  chance  is  nothing 
but  a  secret  and  conceal'd  cause.  That  species  of  proba- 
bility, therefore,  is  what  we  must  chiefly  examine. 

The  probabilities  of  causes  are  of  several  kinds ;  but  are 
all  deriv'd  fi^om  the  same  origin,  viz.  the  association  of  ideas 
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to  a  present  impression.    As  the  habit,  which  produces  the      SECT, 
association,  arises  from  the  frequent  conjunction  of  objects,  '_. 

it  must  arrive  at  its  perfection  by  degrees,  and  must  acquire  Of  the  pro- 
new  force  from  each  instance,  that  falls  under  our  observa-  ^^^^^7  o{ 
tion.  The  first  instance  has  little  or  no  force :  The  second 
makes  some  addition  to  it :  The  third  becomes  stiU  more 
sensible;  and  *tis  by  these  slow  steps,  that  our  judgment 
arrives  at  a  fiill  assurance.  But  before  it  attains  this  pitch 
of  perfection,  it  passes  thro'  several  inferior  degrees,  and  in 
all  of  them  is  only  to  be  esteem'd  a  presumption  or  pro- 
bability. The  gradation,  therefore,  from  probabilities  to 
proofs  is  in  many  cases  insensible ;  and  the  difference  betwixt 
these  kinds  of  evidence  is  more  easily  perceiv'd  in  the  remote 
degrees,  than  in  the  near  and  contiguous. 

'Tis  worthy  of  remark  on  this  occasion,  that  tho'  the 
species  of  probability  here  explained  be  the  first  in  order, 
and  naturally  takes  place  before  any  entire  proof  can  exist, 
yet  no  one,  who  is  arriv'd  at  the  age  of  maturity,  can  any 
longer  be  acquainted  with  it.  'Tis  true,  nothing  is  more 
common  than  for  people  of  the  most  advanced  knowledge  to 
have  attaiu'd  only  an  imperfect  experience  of  many  par- 
ticular events ;  which  naturally  produces  only  an  imperfect 
habit  and  transition :  But  then  we  must  consider,  that  the 
mind,  having  form'd  another  observation  concerning  the 
connexion  of  causes  and  effects,  gives  new  force  to  its 
reasoning  from  that  observation ;  and  by  means  of  it  can 
build  an  argument  on  one  single  experiment,  when  duly 
prepared  and  examin'd.  What  we  have  found  once  to 
follow  from  any  object,  we  conclude  will  for  ever  follow  from 
it ;  and  if  this  maxim  be  not  always  built  upon  as  certain, 
'tis  not  for  want  of  a  sufficient  number  of  experiments,  but 
because  we  frequently  meet  with  instances  to  the  contrary ; 
which  leads  us  to  the  second  species  of  probability,  where 
there  is  a  contrariety  in  our  experience  and  observation.^ 
'  'Twou'd  be  very  happy  for  men  in  the  conduct  of  their 
lives  and  actions,  were  the  same  objects  always  conjoined 
together,  and  we  hsA  nothing  to  fear  but  the  mistakes  of 
our  own  judgment,  without  having  any  reason  to  apprehend 
the  uncertainty  of  nature.  But  as  'tis  frequently  found, 
that  one  observation  is  contrary  to  another,  and  that  causes 
and  effects  follow  not  in  the  same  order,  of  which  wc  have 

»  [Introd.  §  336.] 
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PART  had  experience,  we  are  oblig'd  to  vary  our  reasoning  on 
._^  .  account  of  this  uncertainty,  and  take  into  consideration  the 
Of  know-  contrariety  of  events.  The  first  question,  that  occurs  on 
ledge  and  this  head,  is  concerning  the  nature  and  causes  of  the 
biUty.        contrariety. 

The  vulgar,  who  take  things  according  to  their  first 
appearance,  attribute  the  uncertainty  of  events  to  such 
an  tmcertainty  in  the  causes,  as  makes  them  often  fail  of 
their  usual  influence,  tho'  they  meet  with  no  obstacle  nor 
impediment  in  their  operation.  But  philosophers  observing, 
that  almost  in  every  part  of  nature  there  is  contain'd  a  vast 
variety  of  springs  and  principles,  which  are  hid,  by  reason  of 
their  minuteness,  or  remoteness,  find  that 'tis  at  least  pos* 
sible  the  contrariety  of  events  may  not  proceed  from  any 
contingency  in  the  cause,,  but  from  the  secret  operation  of 
contrary  causes.  This  possibility  is  converted  into  cer- 
tainty by  farther  observation,  when  they  remark,  that  upon 
an  exact  scrutiny,  a  contrariety  of  effects  always  bet^ys 
a  contrariety  of  pauses,  and  proceeds  from  their  mutual 
hindrance  and  opposition.  A  peasant  can  give  no  better 
reason  for  the  stopping  of  any  dock  or  watch  than  to  say, 
that  commonly  it  does  not  go  right :  But  an  artizan  easily 
perceives,  that  the  same  force  in  the  spring  or  pendulum 
has  always  the  same  influence  on  the  wheels ;  but  fails  of  its 
usual  effect,  perhaps  by  reason  of  a  grain  of  dust,  which 
puts  a  stop  to  the  whole  movement.  From  the  observation 
of  several  parallel  instances,  philosophers  form  a  maxim, 
that  the  connexion  betwixt  all  causes  and  effects  is  equally 
necessary,  and  that  its  seeming  uncertainty  in  some  instances 
proceeds  firom  the  secret  opposition  of  contrary  causes. 

But  however  philosophers  and  the  vulgar  may  differ  in 
their  explication  of  the  contrariety  of  events,  their  inferences 
from  it  are  always  of  the  same  kind,  and  founded  on  the 
same  principles.  A  contrariety  of  events  in  the  past  may 
give  us  a  kind  of  hesitating  belief  for  the  future  after  two 
several  ways.  Firsty  By  producing  an  imperfect  habit  and 
transition  from  the  present  impression  to  the  related  idea. 
When  the  conjunction  of  any  two  objects  is  frequent,  with- 
out being  entirely  constant,  the  mind  is  determined  to  pass 
from  one  object  to  the  other;  but  not  with  so  entire  a  habit, 
as  when  the  union  is  uninterrupted,  and  all  the  instances 
we  have  ever  met  with  are  uniform  and  of  a  piece.     We 


^ 
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find  from   common  experience,   in  our  actions  as  well  as      SECT, 
reasonings,  that  a  constant  perseverance  in  any  course  of  .   ^^   . 
life  produces  a  strong  inclination  and  tendency  to  continue  of  thepro- 
for  the  future ;  tho'  there  are  habits  of  inferior  degrees  of  babUity  of 
force,  proportion'd  to  the  inferior  degrees  of  steadiness  and 
Tiniformity  in  our  conduct. 

There  is  no  doubt  but  this  principle  sometimes  takes 
place,  and  produces  those  inferences  we  draw  from  contrary 
phsenomena ;  tho'  I  am  perswaded,  that  upon  examination  we 
shall  not  find  it  to  be  the  principle,  that  most  commonly 
influences  the  mind  in  this  species  of  reasoning.  When 
we  follow  only  the  habitual  determination  of  the  mind,  we 
make  the  transition  without  any  reflection,  and  interpose 
not  a  moment's  delay  betwixt  the  yiew  of  one  object  and 
the  belief  of  that,  which  is  often  found  to  attend  it.  As  the 
custom  depends  not  upon  any  deliberation,  it  operates  imme- 
diately, without  allowing  any  time  for  reflection.  But  this 
method  of  proceeding  we  have  but  few  instances  of  in  our 
probable  reasonings ;  and  even  fewer  than  in  those,  which 
are  derived  from  the  uninterrupted  conjunction  of  objects. 
In  the  former  species  of  reasoning  we  commonly  take 
knowingly  into  consideration  the  contrariety  of  past  events ; 
we  compare  the  different  sides  of  the  contrariety,  and  care- 
fully weigh  the  experiments,  which  we  have  on  each  side  : 
Whence  we  may  conclude,  that  our  reasonings  of  this  kind 
arise  not  directly  from  the  habit,  but  in  an  oblique  manner ; 
which  we  must  now  endeavour  to  explain. 

'Tis  evident,  that  when  an  object  is  attended  with  con- 
trary effects,  we  judge  of  them  only  by  our  past  experience, 
and  always  consider  those  as  possible,  which  we  have 
observed  to  follow  from  it.  And  as  past  experience  regu- 
lates our  judgment  concerning  the  possibility  of  these 
effects,  so  it  does  that  concerning  their  probability ;  and  that 
effect,  which  has  been  the  most  common,  we  always  esteem 
the  most  likely.  Here  then  are  two  things  to  be  considered, 
viz.  the  reasons  which  determine  us  to  make  the  past  a 
standard  for  the  future,  and  the  mauTier  how  we  extract  a 
single  judgment  from  a  contrariety  of  past  events. 

First  we  may  observe,  that  the  supposition,  that  the  future 
resembles  the  pasty  is  not  founded  on  arguments  of  any  kind, 
but  is  derived  entirely  from  habit,  by  which  we  are  deter- 
mined to  expect  for  the  future  the  same  train  of  objects,  to 
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which  we  have  been  accustom'd.^  This  habit  or  determina- 
tion to  transfer  the  past  to  the  future  is  full  and  perfect ; 
and  consequently  the  first  impulse  of  the  imagination  in 
this  species  of  reasoning  is  endow'd  with  the  same  qaalities. 

But,  secondlyy  when  in  considering  past  experiments  we 
find  them  of  a  contrary  nature,  this  determination,  tho'  fuU 
and  perfect  in  itself,  presents  us  with  no  steady  object,  but 
offers  us  a  number  of  disagreeing  images  in  a  certain  order 
and  proportion.  The  first  impulse,  therefore,  is  here  broke 
intx>  pieces,  and  diffuses  itself  oyer  all  those  images,  of 
which  each  partalces  an  equal  share  of  that  force  and 
vivacity,  that  is  deriv'd  from  the  impulse.  Any  of  these 
past  events  may  again  happen ;  and  we  judge,  that  'when 
they  do  happen,  they  wUl  be  mix'd  in  the  same  proportion 
as  in  the  past. 

If  our  intention,  therefore,  be  to  consider  the  proportions 
of  contrary  events  in  a  great  number  of  instances,   the 
images  presented  by  our  past  experience  must  remain  in 
their  ^r«^/orm,  and  preserve  their  first  proportions.     Sup- 
pose, for  instance,  I  have  found  by  long  observation,  that  of 
twenty  ships,  which  go  to  sea,  only  nineteen  return.  Suppose 
I  see  at  present  twenty  ships  that  leave  the  port :  I  transfer 
my  past  experience  to  the  future,  and  represent  to  myself 
nineteen  of  these  ships  as  returning  in  safety,  and  one  as 
perishing.     Concerning  this  there  can  be  no  difficulty.    But 
as  we  frequently  run  over  those  several  ideas  of  past  events, 
in  order  to  form  a  judgment  concerning  one  single  event, 
which  appears  uncertain ;  this  consideration  must  change  the 
first  form  of  our  ideas,  and  draw  together  the  divided  images 
presented  by  experience ;  since  'tis  to  it  we  refer  the  deter- 
mination of  that  particular  event,  upon  which  we  reason. 
Many  of  these  images  are  supposed  to  concur,  and  a  superior 
number  to   concur  on  one  side.     These  agreeing  images 
unite  together,  and  render  the  idea  more  strong  and  lively, 
not  only  than  a  mere  fiction  of  the  imagination,  but  also 
than  any  idea,  which  is  supported  by  a  lesser  number  of 
experiments.     Each  new  experiment  is  as  a  new  stroke  of 
the   pencO,  which  bestows   an  additional  vivacity  on   the 
colours  without  either  multiplying  or  enlarging  the  figure. 
This  operation  of  the  mind  has  been  so  fully  explain'd  in 
treating  of  the  probability  of  chance,  that  I  need  not  here 

>  [Intro  1.  §322audff.] 
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endeayour  to  render  it  more  intelUgible.    Every  past  ex-     sect. 
periment  may  be  considered  as  a  kind  of  chance ;  *  it  being  ' 


uncertain  to  us,  whether  the  object  will  exist  conformable  to  of  the  pro- 
one  experiment  or  another.    And  for  thia  reason  every  thing  ^^^^^^7  o^ 

C&11S6S* 

that  has  been  said  on  the  one  subject  is  applicable  to  both. 

Thus  upon  the  whole,  contrary  experiments  produce  an 
imperfect  belief,  either  by  weakening  the  habit,  or  by 
dividing  and  afterwards  joining  in  different  parts,  that 
perfect  habit,  which  makes  us  conclude  in  general,  that 
instances,  of  which  we  have  no  experience,  must  necessarily 
resemble  those  of  which  we  have. 

To  justify  still  farther  this  account  of  .the  second  species 
of  probability,  where  we  reason  with  knowledge  and  reflec- 
tion from  a  contrariety  of  past  experiments,  I  shall  propose 
the  following  considerations,  without  fearing  to  give  offence 
by  that  air  of  subtilty,  which  attends  them.  Just  reasoning 
ought  still,  perhaps,  to  retain  its  force,  however  subtile ;  in 
the  same  manner  as  matter  preserves  its  solidity  in  the  air, 
and  fire,  and  animal  spirits,  as  well  as  in  the  grosser  and 
more  sensible  forms. 

First,  We  may  observe,  that  there  is  no  probability  so 
great  as  not  to  allow  of  a  contrary  possibility;  because 
otherwise  Hwou'd  cease  to  be  a  probability,  and  wou'd 
become  a  certainty.  That  probability  of  causes,  which  is 
most  extensive,  and  which  we  at  present  examine,  depends 
on  a  contrariety  of  experiments  ;  and  'tis  evident  an  experi^ 
ment  in  the  past  proves  at  least  a  possibility  for  the  future. 

Secondly,  The  component  parts  of  this  possibility  and 
probability  are  of  the  same  nature,  and  differ  in  number 
only,  but  not  in  kind.  It  has  been  observed,  that  all  single 
chances  are  entirely  equal,  and  that  the  only  circumstance, 
which  can  give  any  event,  that  is  contingent,  a  superiority 
over  another,  is  a  superior  number  of  chances.  In  like 
manner,  as  the  uncertainty  of  causes  is  discover'd  by  ex- 
perience, which  presents  us  with  a  view  of  contrary  events, 
His  plain,  that  when  we  transfer  the  past  to  the  future,  the 
known  to  the  unknown,  every  past  experiment  has  the  same 
weight,  and  that  'tis  only  a  superior  number  of  them,  which 
can  throw  the  ballance  on  any  side.  The  possibility,  there- 
fore, which  enters  into  every  reasoning  of  this  kind,  is 
composed  of  parts,  which  are  of  the  same  nature   both 
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™-       probabiUty. 


Of  know-  lyrhirdlj,  We  may  establish  it  as  a  certain  maxim,  that  in 
^^bft*''^  all  moral  as  well  as  natural  phsenomena,  whererer  any 
biiitj.  cause  consists  of  a  number  of  parts,  and  the  effect  encreases 
or  diminishes,  according  to  the  variation  of  that  number, 
the  effect,  properly  speaking,  is  a  compounded  one,  and 
arises  from  the  union  of  the  several  effects,  that  proceed 
from  each  part  of  the  cause.  Thus,  because  the  gravity  of 
a  body  encreases  or  diminishes  by  the  encrease  or  diminu- 
tion of  its  parts,  we  conclude  that  each  part  contains  this 
quality  and  contributes  to  the  gravity  of  the  whole.  The 
absence  or  presence  of  a  part  of  the  cause  is  attended  with 
that  of  a  proportionable  part  of  the  effect.  This  connexion 
or  constant  conjunction  sufficiently  proves  the  one  part  to 
be  the  cause  of  the  other.  As  the  belief  which  we  have  of 
any  event,  encreases  or  diminishes  according  to  the  number 
of  chances  or  past  experiments,  'tis  to  be  consider'd  as  a 
compounded  effect,  of  which  each  part  arises  from  a  pro- 
. /portionable  number  of  chances  or  experiments.^ 

Let  us  now  join  these  three  observations,  and  see  what 
conclusion  we  can  draw  from  them.  To  every  probability 
there  is  an  opposite  possibility.  This  possibility  is  compos'd 
of  parts,  that  are  entirely  of  the  same  nature  with  those  of 
the  probability ;  and  consequently  have  the  same  influence 
on  the  mind  and  understanding.  The  belief,  which  attends 
the  probability,  is  a  compounded  effect,  and  is  form'd  by  the 
concurrence  of  the  several  effects,  which  proceed  from  each 
part  of  the  probability.  Since  therefore  each  part  of  the 
probability  contributes  to  the  production  of  the  belief,  each 
part  of  the  possibility  must  have  the  same  influence  on  the 
opposite  side ;  the  nature  of  these  parts  being  entirely  the 
same.  The  contrary  belief,  attending  the  possibility,  im- 
plies a  view  of  a  certain  object,  as  well  as  the  probability 
does  an  opposite  view.  In  this  particular  both  these  degrees 
of  belief  are  alike.  The  only  manner  then,  in  which  the 
superior  number  of  similar  component  parts  in  the  one  can 
exert  its  influence,  and  prevail  above  the  inferior  in  the 
other,  is  by  producing  a  stronger  and  more  lively  view  of 
its  object.  Each  part  presents  a  particular  view;  and  all 
these  views  uniting  together  produce   one  general  view, 
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which  is  fuller  and  more  distinct  by  the  greater  number  of     SECT, 
causes  or  principles,  from  which  it  is  derived. 


The  component  parts  of  the  probability  and  possibility,  Of  the  pro- 
being  alike  in  their  nature,  mnst  produce  like  eflFects ;  and  ^^'jf  ^ 
the  likeness  of  their  effects  consists  in  this,  that  each  of 
them  presents  a  view  of  a  particular  object.  But  tho'  these 
parts  be  alike  in  their  nature,  they  are  very  different  in  their 
quantity  and  number;  and  this  difference  must  appear  in 
the  effect  as  well  as  the  similarity.  Now  as  the  view  they 
present  is  in  both  cases  full  and  entire,  and  comprehends 
the  object  in  all  its  parts,  'tis  impossible  that  in  this  par* 
ticular  there  can  be  any  difference ;  nor  is  there  any  thing 
but  a  superior  vivacity  in  the  probability,  arising  from  the 
concurrence  of  a  superior  number  of  views,  which  can  dis- 
tinguish these  effects. 

Here  is  almost  the  same  argument  in  a  different  light. 
All  our  reasonings  concerning  the  probability  of  causes  are 
founded  on  the  transferring  of  past  to  future.  The  trans- 
ferring of  any  past  experiment  to  the  future  is  sufficient  to 
give  us  a  view  of  the  object ;  whether  that  experiment  be 
single  or  combined  with  others  of  the  same  kind ;  whether 
it  be  entire,  or  oppos'd  by  others  of  a  contrary  kind.  Sup- 
pose, then,  it  acquires  both  these  qualities  of  combination 
and  opposition,  it  loses  not  upon  that  account  its  former 
power  of  presenting  a  view  of  the  object,  but  only  concurs 
with  and  opposes  other  experiments,  that  have  a  like  in- 
fluence. A  question,  therefore,  may  arise  concerning  the 
manner  both  of  the  concurrence  and  opposition.  As  to  the 
concurrericey  there  is  only  the  choice  left  betwixt  these  two 
hypotheses.  First,  That  the  view  of  the  object,  occasioned 
by  the  transference  of  eacfi  past  experiment,  preserves  itself 
entire,  and  only  multiplies  the  number  of  views.  Or,  secondly , 
That  it  runs  into  the  other  similar  and  correspondent  views, 
and  gives  them  a  superior  degree  of  force  and  vivacity. 
But  that  the  first  hypothesis  is  erroneous,  is  evident  from 
experience,  which  informs  us,  that  the  belief,  attending  any 
reasoning,  consists  in  one  conclusion,  not  in  a  multitude  of 
similar  ones,  which  wou*d  only  distract  the  mind,  and  in 
many  cases  wou'd  be  too  numerous  to  be  comprehended 
distinctly  by  any  finite  capacity.  It  remains,  therefore,  as 
the  only  reasonable  opinion,  that  these  similar  views  run 
into  each  other,  and  unite  their  forces ;  so  as  to  produce 
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stronger  and  clearer  view,  than  what  arises  from  anj  one 
alone.  This  is  the  manner,  in  which  past  experiments  con- 
cur, when  they  are  transfer'd  to  any  future  event.  As  to  the 
manner  of  their  oppositiariy  'tis  evident,  that  as  the  contrary 
yiews  are  incompatible  with  each  other,  and  'tis  impossible 
the  object  can  at  once  exist  conformable  to  both  of  them, 
their  influence  becomes  mutually  destructire,  and  the  mind 
is  determined  to  the  superior  only  with  that  force,  which 
remains  after  subtracting  the  inferior. 

I  am  sensible  how  abstruse  all  this  reasoning  must  appear 
to  the  generality  of  readers,  who  not  being  accustom'd  to 
such  profound  reflections  on  the  intellectual  faculties  of  thcT 
mind,  will  be  apt  to  reject  as  chimerical  whatever  strikes  - ' 
not  in  with  the  common  received  notions,  and  w^^  the  *   *■ 
easiest  and  most  obvious  principles  of  philosophy. -^ And  no  ,-.1 
doubt  there  are  some  pains  requir'd  to  enter  into  these 
arguments;  tho'  perhaps  very  little  are  necessary  to  per- 
ceive the  imperfection  of  every  vulgar  hypothesis  on  this 
subject,  and  the  little  light,  which  philosophy  can  yet  afford 
us  in  such  sublime  and  such  curious  speculations.     Let  men 
be  once  fully  perswaded  of  these  two  principles,  Thai  there  is 
nothing  in  any  object,  considered  in  itself,  which  can  afford  us  a      ^ 
reason  for  drawing  a  conclvrsion  beyond  it ;'  and.  That  even  after       1 
the  observation  of   the  frequent  or  co7istant   conjunction   of 
objects,  we  have  no  reason  to  draw  any  inference  concerning 
any  object  beyond  tJwse  of  which  we  have  had  experience;  I 
say,  let  men  be  once  fully  convinced  of  these  two  principles, 
and  this  will  throw  them  so  loose  from  all  common  systems, 
that  they  will  make  no  difficulty  of  receiving  any,  which  may 
appear  the  most  extraordinary.     These  principles  we  have 
found  to  be  sufficiently  convincing,  even  with  regard  to  our 
most  certain  reasonings  from  causation :  But  I  shall  venture 
to  affirm,  that  with  regard  to  these  conjectural  or  probable 
reasonings  they  still  acquire  a  new  degree  of  evidence. 

First,  'Tis  obvious,  that  in  reasonings  of  this  kind,  'tis 
not  the  object  presented  to  us,  which,  consider'd  in  itself, 
affords  us  any  reason  to  draw  a  conclusion  concerning  any 
other  object  or  event.  For  as  this  latter  object  is  supposed 
uncertain,  and  as  the  uncertainty  is  deriv'd  from  a  conceal'd  "^ 
contrariety  of  causes  in  the  former,  were  any  of  the  causes 
plac'd  in  the  known  qualities  of  that  object,  they  wou*d  no 
longer  be  conceal'd,  nor  wou'd  our  conclusion  be  uncertain, 
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But,   secondly^   'tis    equally  obvious   in    this    species    of     SECT, 
reasoning,  that  if  the  transference  of  the  past  to  the  future  s.  ^^^' 


were  founded  merely  on  a  conclusion  of  the  understanding,  of  the  pro- 
it  cou'd  never  occasion  any  belief  or  assurance.  When  we  ^^^i^^^y  ^^ 
transfer  contrary  experiments  to  the  future,  we  can  only 
repeat  these  contrary  experiments  with  their  particular  pro- 
portions ;  which  cou'd  not  produce  assurance  in  any  single 
event,  upon  which  we  reason,  unless  the  fancy  melted  together 
all  those  images  that  concur,  and  extracted  from  them  one 
single  idea  or  image,  which  is  intense  and  lively  in  proportion 
to  the  number  of  experiments  from  which  it  is  deriv'd,  and 
their  superiority  above  their  antagonists,  Our  past  ex- 
perience presents  no  determinate  object ;  and  as  our  belief, 
however  faint,  fixes  itself  on  a  determinate  object,  'tis 
evident  that  the  belief  arises  not  merely  from  the  trans- 
ference of  past  to  future,  but  from  some  operation  of  the 
fancy  conjoin 'd  with  it.  This  may  lead  us  to  conceive  the 
manner,  in  which  that  faculty  enters  into  all  our  reasonings* 
I  shall  conclude  this  subject  with  two  reflections,  which 
may  deserve  our  attention.  The  first  may  be  explained  after 
this  manner.  When  the  mind  forms  a  reasoning  concerning 
any  matter  of  fact,  which  is  only  probable,  it  casts  its 
eye  backward  upon  past  experience,  and  transferring  it  to 
the  future,  is  presented  with  so  many  contrary  views  of 
it«  object,  of  which  those  that  are  of  the  same  kind 
uniting  together,  and  running  into  one  act  of  the  mind, 
serve  to  fortify  and  inliven  it.  But  suppose  that  this  mul- 
titude of  views  or  glimpses  of  an  object  proceeds  not 
from  experience,  but  from  a  voluntary  act  of  the  imagi- 
nation ;  this  effect  does  not  follow,  or  at  least,  follows  not 
in  the  same  degree.  For  tho'  custom  and  education  pro- 
duce belief  by  such  a  repetition,  as  is  not  derived  from 
experience,  yet  this  requii'es  a  long  tract  of  time,  along  with 
a  very  frequent  and  undesigned  repetition.  In  general  we 
may  pronounce,  that  a  person  who  wou'd  *  voluntarily  repeat 
any  idea  in  his  mind,  tho'  supported  by  one  past  experience, 
wou'd  be  no  more  inclined  to  believe  the  existence  of  its 
object,  than  if  he  had  contented  himself  with  one  survey  of 
it.  Beside  the  effect  of  design ;  each  act  of  the  mind,  being 
separate  and  independent,  has  a  separate  influence,  and 
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FART     joins  not  its  force  with  that  of  its  fellows.     Not  being  united 
^^       by  any  common  object,  producing  them,  they  have  no  re- 


ef know-  lation  to  each  other;  and  consequently  make  no  transition 
ledge  and  qj.  union  of  forces.  This  phcenomenon  we  shall  understaoid 
U^:       better  afterwards. 

My  second  reflection  is  founded  on  those  large  probabilities, 
which  the  mind  can  judge  of,  and  the  minute  di£Eerences  it 
can  observe  betwixt  them.  When  the  chances  or  experi- 
ments on  one  side  amount  to  ten  thousand,  and  on  the 
other  to  ten  thousand  and  one,  the  judgment  gives  the  pre- 
ference to  the  latter,  upon  account  of  that  superiority ;  the' 
'tis  plainly  impossible  for  the  mind  to  run  over  every  par- 
ticular view,  and  distinguish  the  superior  vivacity  of  the 
image  arising  &om  the  superior  number,  where  the  difference 
is  so  inconsiderable.  We  have  a  parallel  instance  in  the 
affections.  'Tis  evident,  according  to  the  principles  above- 
mention'd,  that  when  an  object  produces  any  passion  in  us, 
which  varies  according  to  the  different  quantity  of  the 
object;  I  say,  'tis  evident,  that  the  passion,  properly  speaking, 
is  not  a  simple  emotion,  but  a  compounded  one,  of  a  great 
number  of  weaker  passions,  deriv'd  from  a  view  of  each  part  of 
the  object.  For  otherwise  'twere  impossible  the  passion 
shou'd  encrease  by  the  encrease  of  these  parts.  Thus  a  man, 
who  desires  a  thousand  pound,  has  in  reality  a  thousand  or 
more  desires,  which  uniting  together,  seem  to  make  only 
one  passion;  tho'  the  composition  evidently  betrays  itself 
upon  every  alteration  of  the  object,  by  the  preference  he 
gives  to  tiie  larger  number,  if  superior  only  by  an  unite. 
Yet  nothing  can  be  more  certain,  than  that  so  small  a  dif- 
ference wou'd  not  be  discernible  in  the  passions,  nor  cou'd 
,  render  them  distinguishable  from  each  other.  The  difference, 
therefore,  of  our  conduct  in  preferring  the  greater  number 
depends  not  upon  our  passions,  but  upon  custom,  and  general 
rules.  We  have  found  in  a  multitude  of  instances,  that  the 
augmenting  the  numbers  of  any  sum  augments  the  passion, 
where  the  numbers  are  precise  and  the  difference  sensible. 
The  mind  can  perceive  from  its  immediate  feeling,  that 
three  guineas  produce  a  greater  passion  than  two ;  and  this 
it  transfers  to  larger  numbers,  because  of  the  resemblance ; 
and  by  a  general  rule  assigns  to  a  thousand  guineas,  a 
stronger  passion  than  to  nine  hundred  and  ninety  nine. 
These  general,  rules  we  shall  explain  presently. 
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But  beside  these  two  species  of  probability,  which  are  sect. 
derived  from  an  imperfect  experience  and  from  contrary  .  ^^'  . 
causes,  there  is  a  third  arising  from  Analogy,  which  differs  of  the  pro- 
from  them  in  some  material  circumstances.^  According  to  i>ability  of 
the  hypothesis  above  explained  all  kinds  of  reasoning  from  ^* 
causes  or  effects  are  founded  on  two  particulars,  viz.  the 
constant  conjunction  of  any  two  objects  in  all  past  ex^ 
perience,  and  the  resemblance  of  a  present  object  to  any 
one  of  them.  The  effect  of  these  two  particulars  is,  that 
the  present  object  invigorates  and  inlivens  the  imagination ; 
and  the  resemblance,  along  with  the  constant  union,  con- 
veys this  force  and  vivacity  to  the  related  idea ;  which  we 
are  therefore  said  to  believe,  or  assent  to.  If  you  weaken 
either  the  xmion  or  resemblance,  you  weaken  the  principle 
of  transition,  and  of  consequence  that  belief,  which  arises 
from  it.  The  vivacity  of  the  first  impression  cannot  be  fully 
convey'd  to  the  related  idea,  either  where  the  conjunction  of 
their  objects  is  not  constant,  or  where  the  present  impression 
does  not  perfectly  resemble  any  of  those,  whose  union  we  are 
accustomed  to  observe.  In  those  probabilities  of  chance  and 
causes  above-explainM,  'tis  the  constancy  of  the  union,  which 
is  diminished ;  and  in  the  probability  derived  from  analogy, 
'tis  the  resemblance  only,  which  is  affected.  Without  some 
degree  of  resemblance,  as  well  as  union,  'tis  impossible  there 
can  be  any  reasoning:  but  as  this  resemblance  admits  of 
many  different  degrees,  the  reasoning  becomes  proportionably 
more  or  less  firm  and  certain.  An  experiment  loses  of  its 
force,  when  transferred  to  instances,  which  are  not  exactly 
resembling ;  tho'  'tis  evident  it  may  still  retain  as  much  as 
may  be  the  foundation  of  probability,  as  long  as  there  is  any 
resemblance  remaining. 

Sect.  XIII. — Of  Unphilosophical  Probability. 

All  these  kinds  of  probability  are  receiv'd  by  philosophers, 
and  allow'd  to  be  reasonable  foundations  of  belief  and  opinion. 
But  there  are  others,  that  are  deriv'd  from  the  same  prin- 
ciples, tho'  they  have  not  had  the  good  fortune  to  obtain  the 
same  sanction.  The  first  probability  of  this  kind  may  be 
accounted  for  thus.  The  diminution  of  the  union,  and  of 
the  resemblance,  as  above  explained,  diminishes  the  facility 
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PART     of  the  transition,  and  by  that  means  -weakens  the  evidence ; 
^^'       and  we  may  farther  observe,  that  the  same  diminntion  of 


Of  know-  the  evidence  will  follow  from  a  diminution  of  the  impression, 
ledge  and  and  from  the  shading  of  those  colours,  tmder  which  it 
Sility"  appears  to  the  memory  or  senses.  The  argument^  which  we 
found  on  any  matter  of  fact  we  remember,  is  more  or  less 
convincing,  according  as  the  fact  is  recent  or  remote ;  and 
tho'  the  difference  in  these  degrees  of  evidence  be  not 
received  by  philosophy  as  solid  and  legitimate ;  because  in 
that  case  an  argument  must  have  a  different  force  to  day, 
from  what  it  shall  have  a  month  hence ;  yet  notwithstanding 
the  opposition  of  philosophy,  'tis  certain,  this  circumstance 
has  a  considerable  influence  on  the  understanding,  and 
secretly  changes  the  authority  of  the  same  argument, 
according  to  the  different  times,  in  which  it  is  proposed  to 
us.  A  greater  force  and  vivacity  in  the  impression  natu-' 
rally  conveys  a  greater  to  the  related  idea;  and  'tis  on 
the  degrees  of  force  and  vivacity,  that  the  belief  depends, 
according  to  the  foregoing  system. 

There  is  a  second  difference,  which  we  may  frequently 
observe  in  oi^r  degrees  of  belief  and  assurance,  and  which 
never  fails  to  take  place,  tho'  disclaim'd  by  philosophers. 
An  experiment,  that  is  recent  and  fresh  in  the  memory, 
affects  us  more  than  one  that  is  in  some  measure  obliterated ; 
and  has  a  superior  influence  on  the  judgment,  as  weU  as  on 
the  passions.  A  lively  impression  produces  more  assurance 
than  a  faint  one ;  because  it  has  more  original  force  to  com- 
municate to  the  related  idea,  which  thereby  acquires  a  greater 
force  and  vivacity.  A  recent  observation  has  a  like  effect ; 
because  the  custom  and  transition  is  there  more  entire,  and 
preserves  better  the  original  force  in  the  communication. 
Thus  a  drunkard,  who  has  seen  his  companion  die  of  a 
debauch,  is  struck  with  that  instance  for  some  time^  and 
dreads  a  like  accident  for  himself  :  But  as  the  memory  of 
it  decays  away  by  degrees,  his  former  security  returns,  and 
the  danger  seems  less  certain  and  real. 

I  add,  as  a  third  instance  of  this  kind,  that  tho'  our 
reasonings  from  proofs  and  from  probabilities  be  considerably 
different  from  each  other,  yet  the  former  species  of  reasoning 
often  degenerates  insensibly  into  the  latter,  by  nothing  but 
the  multitude  of  connected  arguments.  'Tis  certain,  that 
when  an  inference  is  drawn  immediately  from  an  object, 
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without  any  intermediate  cause  or  effect,  the  conviction  is     SECT, 
much  stronger,  and  the  -persuasion  more  lively,  than  when  .  ^^^^'  . 
the  imagination  is  carry*d  thro'  a  long  chain  of  connected  Of  unphi- 
argumentfl,  however  infallible  the  connexion  of  each  link  losophical 
may  be  esteemed.     *Tia  from  the  original  impression,  that  biSty* 
the  vivacity  of  all  the  ideas  is  derived,  by  means  of  the 
customary  transition  of  the  imagination;  and  'tis  evident 
this  vivacity  must  gradually  decay  in  proportion  to  the 
distance,  and  must  lose  somewhat  in  each  transition.    Some- 
times this  distance  has  a  greater  influence  than  even  con- 
trary experiments  wou'd  have;  and  a  man  may  receive  a 
more  lively  conviction  from  a  probable  reasoning,  which  is 
close  and  immediate,  than  from  a  long  chain  of  consequences, 
tho'  just  and  conclusive  in  each  part.     Nay  'tis  seldom  such 
reasonings  produce  any  conviction ;  and  one  must  have  a 
very  strong  and  firm  imagination  to  preserve  the  evidence  to 
the  end^  where  it  passes  thro'  so  many  stages. 

But  here  it  may  not  be  amiss  to  remark  a  very  curious 
phsBuomenon,  which  the  present  subject  suggests  to  us.  'Tis 
evident  there  is  no  point  of  ancient  history,  of  which  we 
can  have  any  assurance,  but  by  passing  thro'  many  millions 
of  causes  and  effects,  and  thro'  a  chain  of  arguments  of 
almost  an  immeasurable  length.  Before  the  knowledge  of 
the  fact  cou'd  come  to  the  first  historian,  it  must  be  con- 
vey'd  thro'  many  mouths;  and  after  it  is  committed  to 
writing,  each  new  copy  is  a  new  object,  of  which  the  con- 
nexion with  the  foregoing  is  known  only  by  experience  and 
observation.  Perhaps,  therefore,  it  may  be  concluded  from 
the  precedent  reasoning,  that  the  evidence  of  all  ancient 
history  must  now  be  lost ;  or  at  least,  will  be  lost  in  time,  as 
the  chain  of  causes  encreases,  and  runs  on  to  a  greater 
length.  But  as  it  seems  contrary  to  common  sense  to  think, 
that  if  the  republic  of  letters,  and  the  art  of  printing  con- 
tinue on  the  same  footing  as  at  present,  our  posterity,  even 
after  a  thousand  ages,  can  ever  doubt  if  there  has  been  such 
a  man  as  Julius  C^sab  ;  this  may  be  considered  as  an  ob- 
jection to  the  present  system.  If  belief  consisted  only  in  a 
certain  vivacity,  convey'd  from  an  original  impression,  it 
wou'd  decay  by  the  length  of  the  transition,  and  must  at 
last  be  utterly  extinguish'd  :  And  vice  verBa,  if  belief  on 
some  occasions  be  not  capable  of  such  an  extinction ;  it  must 
be  something  different  from  that  vivacity. 
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Before  I  answer  this  objection  I  shall  obserre,  that  from 
this  topic  there  has  been  borrowed  a  very  celebrated  argu- 
ment against  the  Christian  Religion ;^  bnt  with  this  difference, 
that  the  connexion  betwixt  each  link  of  the  chain  in  human, 
testimony  has  been  there  supposed  not  to  go  beyond  pro- 
bability, and  to  be  liable  to  a  degree  of  doubt  and  uncer- 
tainty. And  indeed  it  must  be  confest,  that  in  this  manner 
of  considering  the  subject,  (which  however  is  not  a  true 
one)  there  is  no  history  or  tradition,  but  what  must  in  the 
end  lose  all  its  force  and  OTidence.  Every  new  probability 
diminishes  the  original  conviction ;  and  however  great  that 
conviction  may  be  suppos'd,  'tis  impossible  it  can  subsist 
under  such  re-iterated  diminutions.  This  is  true  in  general ; 
tho'  we  shall  find  afterwards,*  that  there  is  one  very  memor- 
able exception,  which  is  of  vast  consequence  in  the  present 
subject  of  the  understanding. 

Mean  while  to  give  a  solution  of  the  preceding  objection 
upon  the  supposition,  that  historical  evidence  amounts  at 
first  to  an  entire  proof;  let  us  consider,  that  tho'  the  links 
are  innumerable,  that  connect  any  original  fact  with  the 
present  impression,  which  is  the  foundation  of  belief;  yet 
they  are  all  of  the  same  kind,  and  depeixd  on  the  fidelity  of 
Printers  and  Copyists.  One  edition  passes  into  another,  and 
that  into  a  third,  and  so  on,  till  we  come  to  that  volume  we 
peruse  at  present.  There  is  no  variation  in  the  steps.  After 
we  know  one,  we  know  all  of  them ;  and  after  we  have  made 
one,  we  can  have  no  scruple  as  to  the  rest.  This  circum- 
stance alone  preserves  the  evidence  of  history,  and  will  per- 
petuate the  memory  of  the  present  age  to  the  latest  posterity. 
If  all  the  long  chain  of  causes  and  effects,  which  connect 
any  past  event  with  any  volume  of  history,  were  compos'd 
of  parts  different  from  each  other,  and  which  'twere  neces- 
sary for  the  mind  distinctly  to  conceive,  'tis  impossible  we 
shou'd  preserve  to  the  end  any  belief  or  evidence.  But  as 
most  of  these  proofs  are  perfectly  resembling,  the  mind 
runs  easily  along  them,  jumps  from  one  part  to  another  with 
facility,  and  forms  but  a  confus'd  and  general  notion  of  each 
link.  By  this  means  a  long  chain  of  argument,  has  as  little 
effect  in  diminishing  the  original  vivacity,  as  a  much  shorter 
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Tvou'd  haye^  if  Qompps'd  of  parts,  which  were  diflFerent  from     SECT. 
each  other,  and  of  which  each  required  a  distinct  considera-  ^     y  ^ 

tion.  Of  unphi- 

A  fourth  nnphilosophical  species  of  probability  is  that  ^osophicai 
derived  from  general  rules,  which  we  rashly  form  to  ourselves,  bilitj, 
and  which  are  the  sonrce  of  what  we  properly  call  Fbejudioe. 
An  Irishman  cannot  have  wit,  and  a  Frenchman  cannot  have 
solidity ;  for  which  reason,  tho'  the  conversation  of  the  former 
in  any  instance  be  visibly  very  agreeable,  and  of  the  latter 
very  jadicious,  we  have  entertain'd  snch  a  prejudice  against 
them,  that  they  must  be  dunces  or  fops  in  spite  of  sense  and 
reason.  Human  nature  is  very  subject  to  errors  of  this 
kind  ;  and  perhaps  this  nation  as  much  as  any  other. 

Shou'd  it  be  demanded  why  men  form  general  rules,  and 
allow  them  to  influence  their  judgment,  even  contrary  to 
present  observation  and  experience,  I  shou'd  reply,  that  in 
my  opinion  it  proceeds  from  those  very  principles,  on  which 
all  judgments  concerning  causes  and  effects  depend.  Our 
judgments  concerning  cause  and  effect  are  derived  from  habit 
and  experience ;  and  when  we  have  been  accustom'd  to  see 
one  object  united  to  another,  our  imagination  passes  from 
the  first  to  the  second,  by  a  natural  transition,  which  precedes 
reflection,  and  which  cannot  be  prevented  by  it.  Now  *tis 
the  nature  of  custom  not  only  to  operate  with  its  full  force, 
when  objects  are  presented,  that  are  exactly  the  same  with 
those  to  which  we  have  been  accustom'd ;  but  also  to  operate 
in  an  inferior  degree,  when  we  discover  such  as  are  similar; 
and  tho'  the  habit  loses  somewhat  of  its  force  by  every 
difference,  yet  'tis  seldom  entirely  destroyed,  whei'e  any  con- 
siderable circumstances  remain  ihe  same.  A  man,  who  has 
contracted  a  custom  of  eating  fruit  by  the  use  of  pears  or 
peaches,  wiU  satisfy  himself  with  melons,  where  he  cannot 
find  his  favourite  frait ;  as  one,  who  has  become  a  drunkard 
by  the  use  of  red  wines,  will  be  carried  almost  with  the  same 
violence  to  white,  if  presented  to  him.  From  this  principle 
I  have  accounted  for  that  species  of  probability,  deriv'd  from 
analogy,  where  we  transfer  our  experience  in  past  instances 
to  objects  which  are  resembling,  but  are  not  exactly  the 
same  with  those  concerning  which  we  have  had  experience. 
In  proportion  as  the  resemblance  decays,  the  probability 
diminishes ;  but  still  has  some  force  as  long  as  there  remain 
any  traces  of  the  resemblance. 
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This  observation  we  may  carry  farther;  and  may  remark, 
that  tho'  custom  be  the  foundation  of  all  our  judgments,  yet 
sometimes  it  has  an  effect  on  the  ima-gination  in  opposition 
to  the  judgment,  and  produces  a  contrariety  in  our  senti- 
ments concerning  the  same  object.  I  explain  myself.  In 
almost  all  kinds  of  causes  there  is  a  complication  of  circnm- 
stances,  of  which  some  are  essential,  and  others  superfluous; 
some  are  absolutely  requisite  to  the  production  of  the  effect, 
and  others  are  only  conjoined  by  accident.  Now  we  may 
observe,  that  when  these  superfluous  circumstances  are 
numerous,  and  remarkable,  and  frequently  conjoined  with 
the  essential,  they  have  such  an  influence  on  the  imagination, 
that  even  in  the  absence  of  the  latter  they  carry  ns  on  to 
the  conception  of  the  usual  effect,  and  give  to  that  concep- 
tion a  force  and  vivacity,  which  make  it  superior  to  the 
mere  fictions  of  the  fancy.  We  may  correct  this  propensity 
by  a  reflection  on  the  nature  of  those  circumstances  ;  but  'tis 
still  certain,  that  custom  takes  the  start,  and  gives  a  biass  to 
the  imagination. 

To  illustrate  this  by  a  familiar  instance,  let  us  consider  the 
case  of  a  man,  who,  being  hung  out  from  a  high  tower  in  a 
cage  of  iron  cannot  forbear  trembling,  when  he  surveys  the 
precipice  below  him,  tho'  he  knows  himself  to  be  perfectly 
S3cure  from  falling,  by  his  experience  of  the  soUdity  of  the 
iron,  which  supports  him ;  and  tho'  the  ideas  of  fall  and 
descent,  and  harm  and  death,  be  derived  solely  from  custom 
and  experience.  The  same  custom  goes  beyond  the  instances, 
from  which  it  is  deriv'd,  and  to  which  it  perfectly  corre- 
sponds ;  and  influences  his  ideas  of  such  objects  as  are  in 
some  respect  resembling,  but  fall  not  precisely  under  the 
same  rule.  The  circumstances  of  depth  and  descent  strike 
so  strongly  upon  him,  that  their  influence  cannot  be  destroyed 
by  the  contrary  circumstances  of  support  and  solidity,  which 
ought  to  give  him  a  perfect  security.  His  imagination  runs 
away  with  its  object,  and  excites  a  passion  proportioned  to 
it.  That  passion  returns  back  upon  the  imagination  and 
inlivens  the  idea ;  which  lively  idea  has  a  new  influence  on 
the  passion,  and  in  its  turn  augments  its  force  and  violence ; 
and  both  his  fancy  and  affections,  thus  mutually  supporting 
each  other,  cause  the  whole  to  have  a  very  great  influence 
upon  him. 

But  why  need  we  seek  for  other  instances,  while  the  present 
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subject  of  philosophical  probabilities  offers  us  so  obvious  an     SECT. 
one,  in  the  opposition  betwixt  the  judgment  and  imagination  .  ^^] 


arising  from  these  effects  of  custom?     According  to  my  Ofunphi- 
system,  all  reasonings  are  nothing  but  the  effects  of  custom ;  losop^^cai 
and  custom  has  no  influence,  but  by  inlivening  the  imagina-  biiity. 
tion,  and  giving  us  a  strong  conception  of  any  object.^    It 
may,  therefore,  be  concluded,  that  our  judgment  and  imagina- 
tion can  never  be  contrary,  and  that  custom  cannot  operate 
on  the  latter  faculty  afber  such  a  manner,  as  to  render 
it  opposite  to  the  former.    This  difficulty  we  can  remove 
after  no  other  manner,  than  by  supposing  the  influence  of 
general  rules.    We  shall  afterwards  take*  notice  of  some 
general  rules,  by  which  we  ought  to  regulate  our  judgment 
concerning  causes  and  effects  ;  and  these  rules  ar^  form'd  on 
the  nature  of  our  understanding,  and  on  our  experience  of 
its  operations  in  the  judgments  we  form  concerning  objects. 
By  them  we  learn  to  distinguish  the  accidental  circumstances 
from  the  efficacious  causes ;  and  when  we  find  that  an  effect 
can  be  produced  without  the  concurrence  of  any  particular 
circumstance,  we  conclude  that  that  circumstance  makes 
not  a  part  of  the  efficacious  cause,  however  frequently  con- 
join'd  with  it.     But  as  this  frequent  conjunction  necessarily 
makes  it  have  some  effect  on  the  imagination,  in  spite  of 
the  opposite  conclusion  from  general  rules,  the  opposition 
of  these  two  principles  produces  a  contrariety  in  our  thoughts, 
and  causes  us  to  ascribe  the  one  inference  to  our  judgment, 
and  the  other  to  our  imagination.    The  general  rule  is  at- 
tributed to  our  judgment;  as   being   more   extensive  and 
constant.     The  exception  to  the  imagination ;  as  being  more 
capricious  and  uncertain. 

Thus  our  general  rules  are  in  a  manner  set  in  opposition 
to  each  other.  When  an  object  appears,  that  resembles  any 
cause  in  very  considerable  circumstances,  the  imagination 
naturally  carries  us  to  a  lively  conception  of  the  usual  effect, 
tho'  the  object  be  different  in  the  most  material  and  most 
efficacious  circumstances  from  that  cause.  Here  is  the  first 
influence  of  general  rules.  But  when  we  take  a  review  of 
this  act  of  the  mind,  and  compare  it  with  the  more  general 
and  authentic  operations  of  the  understanding,  we  find  it  to 
be  of  an  irregular  nature,  and  destructive  of  all  the  most 
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.    ^^'   ^  our  rejecting  it.      This  is  a  second  influence  of  general 
Of  know-     rales,  and  implies  the  condemnation  of  the  former.     Some- 
ledgo  and    times  the  one,  sometimes  the  other  prevails,  according*  to 
EiiSty.        the  disposition  and  character  of  the  person.    The  vulgar 
are  commonly  guided  by  the  first,  and  wise  men  by  the 
second.  Mean  while  the  sceptics  may  here  have  the  pleasure 
of  observing  a  new  and  signal  contradiction  in  our  reason, 
and  of  seeing  all  philosophy  ready  to  be  subverted  by  a  prin- 
ciple of  human  nature,  and  again  sav'd  by  a  new  direction 
of  the  vety  same  principle.    The  following  of  general  rules 
is  a  very  unphilosophical  species  of  probability ;  and  yet  'tis 
only  by  following  them  that  we  can  correct  this,  and  aU  other 
unphilosophical  probabilities. 

Since  we  have  instances,  where  general  rules  operate  on  the 
imagination  even  contrary  to  the  judgment,  we  need  not  be 
surprised  to  see  their  effects  encrease,  when  conjoin'd  with 
that  latter  faculty,  and  to  observe  that  they  bestow  on  the 
ideas  they  present  to  us  a  force  superior  to  what  attends 
any  other.  Every  one  knows,  there  is  an  indirect  manner  of 
insinuating  praise  or  blame,  which  is  much  less  shocking 
than  the  open  flattery  or  censure  of  any  person.  However 
he  may  communicate  his  sentiments  by  such  secret  insinua- 
tions, and  make  them  known  with  equal  certainty  as  by  the 
open  discovery  of  them,  'tis  certain  that  their  influence  is 
not  equally  strong  and  powerful.  One  who  lashes  me  with 
conceal'd  strokes  of  satire,  moves  not  my  indignation  to  such 
a  degree,  as  if  he  flatly  told  me  I  was  a  fool  and  coxcomb ; 
tho'  I  equally  understand  his  meaning,  as  if  he  did.  This 
difference  is  to  be  attributed  to  the  influence  of  general  rules. 
Whether  a  person  openly  abuses  me,  or  slyly  intimates  his 
contempt,  in  neither  case  do  I  immediately  perceive  his 
sentiment  or  opinion ;  and  'tis  only  by  signs,  that  is,  by  its 
effects,  I  become  sensible  of  it.  The  only  difference,  then, 
betwixt  these  two  cases  consists  in  this,  that  in  the  open 
discovery  of  his  sentiments  he  makes  use  of  signs,  which  are 
general  and  universal ;  and  in  the  secret  intimation  employs 
such  as  are  more  singular  and  uncommon.  The  effect  of 
this  circumstance  is,  that  the  imagination,  in  running  from 
the  present  impression  to  the  absent  idea,  makes  the 
transition  with  greater  facility,  and  consequently  conceives 
the  object  with  greater  force,  where  the  connexion  is  common 
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and  universal,  than  where  it  is  more  rare  and  parfcicnlar.     SECT. 
Accordingly  we  may  observe,  that  the  open  declaration  of  .,    ,  ',^ 
our  sentiments  is  call'd  the  taking  off  the  mask,  as   the  Of  unphi- 
secret  intimation  of  our  opinions  is  said  to  be  the  veiling  of  ^^y^*^^ 
them.     The  difference  betwixt  an  idea  produced  by  a  general  bility, 
connexion,  and  that  arising  from  a  particular  one  is  here 
compared  to  the  difference  betwixt  an  impression  and  an 
idea.    This  difference  in  the  imagination  has  a  suitable 
effect  on  the   passions;  and  this  effect  is  augmented  by 
another  circumstance.     A  secret  intimation  of  anger  or 
contempt  shews  that  we  still  have  some  consideration  for 
the  person,  and  avoid  the  directly  abusing  him.    This  makes 
a  concealed  satire  less  disagreeable ;  but  still  this  depends 
on  the  same  principle.    For  if  an  idea  were  not  more  feeble, 
when  only  intimated,  it  wou'd  never  be  esteemed  a  mark 
of  greater  respect  to  proceed  in  this  method  than  in  the 
other. 

Sometimes  scurrility  is  less  displeasing  than  delicate 
satire,  because  it  revenges  us  in  a  manner  for  the  injury  at 
the  very  time  it  is  committed,  by  affording  us  a  just  reason 
to  blame  and  contemn  the  person,  who  injures  us.  But  this 
phsenomenon  likewise  depends  upon  the  same  principle. 
For  why  do  we  blame  all  g^oss  and  injurious  language, 
unless  it  be,  because  we  esteem  it  contrary  to  good  breed- 
ing and  humanity?  And  why  is  it  contrary,  unless  it  be  more 
shocking  than  any  delicate  satire  P  The  rules  of  good 
breeding  condemn  whatever  is  openly  disobliging,  and  gives 
a  sensible  pain  and  confusion  to  those,  with  whom  we  con^ 
verse.  After  this  is  once  establish'd,  abusive  language  is 
universally  blam'd,  and  gives  less  pain  upon  account  of  its 
coarseness  and  incivility,  which  render  the  person  despicable, 
that  employs  it.  It  becomes  less  disagreeable,  merely  be- 
cause originally  it  is  more  so ;  and  'tis  more  disagreeable, 
because  it  affords  an  inference  by  general  and  common  rules, 
that  are  palpable  and  undeniable. 

To  this  explication  of  the  different  influence  of  open  and 
concealed  flattery  or  satire,  I  shall  add  the  consideration  of 
another  pheenomenon,  which  is  analogous  to  it.  There  are 
many  particulars  in  the  point  of  honour  both  of  men  and 
women,  whose  violations,  when  open  and  avow'd,  the  world 
never  excuses,  but  which  it  is  more  apt  to  overlook,  when 
the  appearances  are  sav'd,  and  the  transgression  is  secret 
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and  conceal'd.  Even  those,  who  know  with  equal  certainiy, 
that  the  fault  is  committed,  pardon  it  more  easily,  when  the 
proofs  seem  in  some  measure  oblique  and  equivocal,  than 
when  they  are  direct  and  undeniable.  The  same  idea  is 
presented  in  both  cases,  and,  properly  speaking,  is  equally 
assented  to  by  the  judgment;  and  yet  its  influence  is  dif- 
ferent, because  of  the  different  manner,  in  which  it  is  pre- 
sented. 

Now  if  we  compare  these  two  cases,  of  the  open  and  con- 
teaVd  violations  of  the  laws  of  honour,  we  shall  find,  that  the 
difference  betwixt  them  consists  in  this,  that  in  the  first  case 
the  sign,  from  which  we  infer  the  blameable  action,  is  single, 
and  suffices  alone  to  be  the  foundation  of  our  reasoning  and 
judgment ;  whereas  in  the  latter  the  signs  are  numerous,  and 
decide  little  or  nothing  when  alone  and  unaccompany'd  with 
many  minute  circumstances,  which  are  almost  imperceptible. 
But  'tis  certainly  true,  that  any  reasoning  is  always  the  more 
convincing,  the  more  single  and  united  it  is  to  the  eye,  and 
the  less  exercise  it  gives  to  the  imagination  to  collect  all  its 
parts,  and  run  from  them  to  the  correlative  idea,  which  forms 
the  conclusion.  The  labour  of  the  thought  disturbs  the 
regular  progress  of  the  sentiments,  as  we  shall  observe 
presently.*  The  idea  strikes  not  on  us  with  such  vivacity ; 
and  consequently  has  no  such  influence  on  the  passion  and 
imagination. 

From  the  same  principles  we  may  account  for  those  obser- 
vations of  the  Cabdikal  de  Betz,  that  there  are  many  things, 
in  which  the  world  wishes  to  be  deceived;  and  that  it  tnore 
easily  excuses  a  person  in  acting  than  in  talking,  contrary  to  the 
decorum  of  his  profession  and  character*  A  fault  in  words  is 
commonly  more  open  and  distinct  than  one  in  actions,  which 
admit  of  many  palliating  excuses,  and  decide  not  so  clearly 
concerning  the  intention  and  views  of  the  actor. 

Thus  it  appears  upon  the  whole,  that  every  kind  of  opinion 
or  judgment,  which  amounts  not  to  knowledge,  is  deriv'd 
entirely  from  the  force  and  vivacity  of  the  perception,  and 
that  these  qualities  constitute  in  the  mind,  what  we  call  the 
BELIEF  of  the  existence  of  any  object.  This  force  and  this 
vivacity  are  most  conspicuous  in  the  memory ;  and  therefore 
our  confidence  in  the  veracity  of  that  faculty  is  the  greatest 
imaginable,  and  equals  in  many  respects  the  assurance  of  a 
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defDonstration.     The  next  degree  of  these  qualities  is  that     SECT. 
derived  from  the  relation  of  cause  and  eflFect ;  and  this  too  .  ^^}^' 


is  very  great,  especially  -when  the  conjunction  is  found  by  of  unphi- 
experience  to  be  perfectly  constant,  and  when  the  object  losophicai 
which  is  present  to  ns,  exactly  resembles  those,  of  which  we  biHty. 
haye  had  experience.  But  below  this  degree  of  evidence 
there  are  many  others,  which  have  an  influence  on  the  pas- 
sions and  imagination,  proportioned  to  that  degree  of  force 
and  vivacity,  which  they  communicate  to  the  ideas.  'Tis  by 
habit  we  make  the  transition  from  cause  to  effect ;  and  'tis 
from  some  present  impression  we  borrow  that  vivacity,  which 
we  diffuse  over  the  correlative  idea.  But  when  we  have  not 
observed  a  sufficient  number  of  instances,  to  produce  a  strong 
habit ;  or  when  these  instances  are  contrary  to  each  other ; 
or  when  the  resemblance  is  not  exact ;  or  the  present  Im^ 
pression  is  faint  and  obscure;  or  the  experience  in  some 
measure  obliterated  from  the  memory;  or  the  connexion 
dependent  on  a  long  chain  of  objects;  or  the  inference 
derived  from  general  rules,  and  yet  not  conformable  to  them  : 
In  all  these  cases  the  evidence  diminishes  by  the  diminution 
of  the  force  and  intenseness  of  the  idBa.  This  therefore  is 
the  nature  of  the  judgment  and  probability. 

What  principally  gives  authority  to  this  system  is, 
beside  the  undoubted  arguments,  upon  which  each  part  is 
founded,  the  agreement  of  these  parts,  and  the  necessity  of 
one  to  explain  another.  The  belief,  which  attends  our 
memory,  is  of  the  same  nature  with  that,  which  is  deriv'd 
from  our  judgments:  Nor  is  there  any  difference  betwixt 
that  judgment,  which  is  deriv'd  fix)m  a  constant  and  uniform 
connexion  of  causes  and  effects,  and  that  which  depends 
upon  an  interrupted  and  uncertain.  'Tis  indeed  evident, 
that  in  all  determinations,  where  the  mind  decides  from  con- 
trary experiments,  'tis  first  divided  within  itself,  and  has  an 
inclination  to  either  side  in  proportion  to  the  number  of 
experiments  we  have  seen  and  remember.  This  contest  is  at 
last  determin'd  to  the  advantage  of  that  side,  where  we 
observe  a  superior  number  of  these  experiments ;  but  still 
with  a  diminution  of  force  in  the  evidence  correspondent  to 
the  number  of  the  opposite  experiments.  Each  possibility, 
of  which  the  probability  is  compos'd,  operates  separately 
upon  the  imagination ;  and  'tis  the  larger  collection  of  possi-i 
bilities,  which  at  last  prevails,  and  tlxat  with  a  force  propor- 
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tionable  to  its  superioritj.  All  these  phsenoxnena  lead 
directly  to  the  precedent  system ;  nor  will  it  ever  be  possible 
upon  any  other  principles  to  give  a  satisfactory  and  con- 
sistent explication  of  them.  Without  considering  these 
judgments  as  the  effects  of  custom  on  the  imagination,  we 
shall  lose  ourselves  in  perpetual  contradiction  and  absurdity. 


Sect.  XIV. — Of  the  Idea  of  Necessary  Connexion* 

Having  thus  ezplain'dthe  manner,  in  which  we  reason  beyond 
our  immediate  impressions^  and  conclude  that  such  particular 
causes  m/ust  luive  such  pa/rticular  effects;  we  must  now  return 
upon  our  footsteps  to  examine  that  question,  which^  first 
occur'd  to  us,  and  which  we  dropt  in  our  way,  viz.  What  is 
our  idea  of  necessity ^  wJien  we  say  that  two  objects  are  neces- 
sarily connected  together.     Upon  this  head  I  repeat  what  I 
have  often  had  occasion  to  observe,  that  as  we  have  no  idea, 
that  is  not  deriv'd  from  an  impression,  we  must  find  some 
impression,  that  gives  rise  to  this  idea  of  necessity,  if  we 
assert  we  have  really  such  an  idea.     In  order  to  this  I  con- 
sider, in  what  objects  necessity  is  commonly  suppo&'d  to  lie ; 
and  finding  that  it  is  always  ascribed  to  causes  and  effects, 
I  turn  my  eye  to  two  objects  suppos'd  to  be  plac'd  in  that 
relation ;  and  examine  them  in  all  the  situations,  of  which 
they  are  susceptible.     I  immediately  perceive,  that  they  are 
contiguous  in  time  and  place,  and  that  the  object  we  call 
cause  precedes  the  other  we  call  effect.    In  no  one  instance 
can  I  go  any  farther,  nor  is  it  possible  for  me  to  discover  any 
third  relation  betwixt  these  objects.     I  therefore  enlarge 
my  view  to  comprehend  several  instances ;   where  I  find  like 
objects  always  existing  in  like  relations  of  contiguit|r  and 
succession.    At  first  sight  this  seems  to  serve  but  little  to 
my  purpose.      The  reflection    on    several    instances  only 
repeats  the  same  objects ;  and  therefore  can  never  give  rise 
to  a  new  idea.     But  upon  farther  enquiry  I  find,  that  the 
repetition  is  not  in  every  particular  the  same,  but  produces 
a  new  impression,  and  by  that  means  the  idea,  which  I  at 
present  examine.     For  after  a  fii^uent  repetition,  I  find, 
that  upon  the  appearance  of  one  of  the  objects,  the  mind  is 
determined  by  custom  to  consider  its  usual  attendant,  and  to 
consider  it  in  a  stronger  light  upon  account  of  its  relation  to 
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the  first  object.     *Tis  this  impression,  then,  or  determination^  SECT, 
which  affords  me  the  idea  of  necessity.  .  ^^' _- 

I  doubt  not  but  these  consequences  will  at  first  sight  be  Of  the  idea 
received  without  difficulty,  as  being  evident  deductions  from  °^  °®*^®*' 
principles,  which  we  have  already  established,  and  which  we  Seuon.^" 
have  often  employed  in  our  reasonings.     This  evidence  both 
in  the  first  principles,  and  in  the  deductions,  may  seduce  us 
unwarily  into  the  conclusion,  and  make  us  imagine  it  con- 
tains nothing    extraordinary,  nor  worthy  of  our  curiosity. 
But  tho'  such  an  inadvertence  may  facilitate  the  reception  of 
this  reasoning,  'twill  make  it  be  the  more  easily  forgot ;  for 
which  reason  I  think  it  proper  to  give  warning,  that  I  have 
just  now  ezamin'd  one  of  the  most  sublime  questions   in 
philosophy,  viz.  that   cbnc&rhing    the  power   and   eJJiccLcy  of 
causes;  where  all  the   sciences  seem  so  much  interested. 
Such  a  warning  will  naturally  rouze  up  the  attention  of  the 
reader,  and  make  him  desire  a  more  full  account  of  my  doc- 
trine, as  well  as  of  the  arguments,  on  which  it  is  founded. 
This  request  is  so  reasonable,  that  I  cannot  refiise  complying 
with  it ;  especially  as  I  am  hopeful  that  these  principles,  the 
more  they  are  examin'd,  will  acquire  the  more  force  and 
evidence. 

There  is  no  question,  which  on  account  of  it«  importance, 
as  well  as  difficulty,  has  caus'd  more  disputes  both  among 
antient  and  modem  philsophers,  than  this  concerning  the 
efficacy  of  causes,  or  that  quality  which  makes  them  be 
followed  by  their  effects.  But  before  they  entered  upon 
these  disputes,  methinks  it  wou'd  not  have  been  improper  to 
have  examin'd  what  idea  we  have  of  that  efficacy,  which  is 
the  subject  of  the  controversy.  This  is  what  I  find  princi- 
pally wanting  in  their  reasonings,  and  what  I  shall  here 
endeavour  to  supply. 

I  begin  with  observing  that  the  terms  of  efficacy,  agency , 
power,  force,  energy,  necessity,  con/newion,  and  prod/uctive  qi^iity, 
are  all  nearly  synonimous ;  and  therefore  'tis  an  absurdity 
to  employ  any  of  them  in  defining  the  rest.  By  this  obser- 
vation we  reject  at  once  all  the  vulgar  definitions,  which 
philosophers  have  given  of  power  and  efficacy ;  and  instead 
of  searching  for  the  idea  in  these  definitions,  must  look  for 
it  in  the  impressions,  from  which  it  is  originally  derived.  If 
it  be  a  compound  idea,  it  must  arise  from  compound  impres- 
sions.    If  simple,  from  simple  impressions. 

G  a  2 


462  A  TREATISE  OF  HUMAN.  NATURE.         Pakt  HL 

PART         I  believe  the  most  general  and  most  popular  explication 
^^    .  of  this  matter,  is  to  say,*  that  finding  from  experience,  that 


Of  know-  there  are  several  new  productions  in  matter,  such  as  the 
lod^  and  motions  and  variations  of  body,  and  concluding  that  there 
biiitj.'  must  somewhere  be  a  power  capable  of  producing  them,  ^v^e 
arrive  at  last  by  this  reasoning  at  the  idea  of  power  and 
efficacy.  But  to  be  convinced  that  this  explication  is  more 
popular  than  philosophical,  we  need  but  reflect  on  two  very 
obvious  principles.  Firzi^  That  reason  alone  can  never  give 
rise  to  any  original  idea,  and  secondly,  that  reason,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  experience,  can  never  make  us  conclude,  that 
a  cause  or  productive  quality  is  absolutely  requisite  to  every 
beginning  of  existence.  Both  these  considerations  have 
been  sufficiently  explain'd ;  and  therefore  shall  not  at  present 
be  any  farther  insisted  on. 

I  shall  only  infer  from  them,  that  since  reason  can  never 
give  rise  to  the  idea  of  efficacy,  that  idea  must  be  deriv'd 
from  experience,  and  from  some  particular  instances  of  this 
efficacy,  which  make  their  passage  into  the  mind  by  the 
common  channels  of  sensation  or  reflection.  Ideas  always 
represent  their  objects  or  impressions ;  and  vice  versa,  there 
are  some  objects  necessary  to  give  rise  to  every  idea.  If  we 
pretend,  therefore,  to  have  any  just  idea  of  this  efficacy,  we 
must  produce  some  instance,  wherein  the  efficacy  is  plainly 
discoverable  to  the  mind,  and  its  operations  obvious  to  our 
consciousness  or  sensation.  By  the  refrisal  of  this,  we  ac- 
knowledge, that  the  idea  is  impossible  and  imaginary ;  since 
.  the  principle  of  innate  ideas,  which  alone  can  save  us  from 
^  I  this  dilemma,  has  Deen  already  refuted,  and  is  now  almost 
universally  rejected  in  the  learned  world.  Our  present 
business,  then,  must  be  to  find  some  natural  production, 
where  the  operation  and  efficacy  of  a  cause  can  be  clearly 
conceived  and  comprehended  by  the  mind,  without  any  danger 
of  obscurity  or  mistake. 

In  this  research  we  meet  with  very  little  encouragement 
from  that  prodigious  diversity,  which  is  found  in  the  opinions 
of  those  philosophers,  who  have  pretended  to  explaiA  the 
secret  force  and  energy  of  causes.*    There  are  some,  who 


'  See  Mr.  Locke;  chapter  of  power.         Part  2,  chap.  3,  and  the    iUastratlona 
[Cf.  Introd.  par.  149.1  upon  it. 

*  See  Father  Malbranehe,  Book  vi. 
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maintain,  that  bodies  operate  by  their  substantial  form;  ^^' 
others,  by  their  accidents  or  qualities;  several,  by  their  >- — .-^ 
matter  and  form ;  some,  by  their  form  and  accidents ;  others,  9^  ^^® 
by  certain  virtues  and  faculties  distinct  from  all  this.  All  cessary 
these  sentiments  again  are  mix'd  and  vary'd  in  a  thousand  connexioiL 
different  ways ;  and  form  a  strong  presumption,  that  none  of 
them  have  any  solidity  or  evidence,  and  that  the  supposition 
of  an  efficacy  in  any  of  the  known  qualities  of  matter  is 
entirely  yrithout  foundation.  This  presumption  must  en- 
crease  upon  us,  when  we  consider,  that  these  principles  of 
substantial  forms,  and  accidents,  and  faculties,  are  not  in 
reality  any  of  the  known  properties  of  bodies,  but  are  per- 
fectly unintelligible  and  inexplicable.  For  'tis  evident  phi- 
losophers wou'd  never  have  had  recourse  to  such  obscure  and 
uncertain  principles,  had  they  met  with  any  satisfaction  in 
such  as  are  clear  and  intelligible;  especially  in  such  an  affair 
as  this,  which  musfc  be  an  object  of  the  simplest  under- 
standing, if  not  of  the  senses.  Upon  the  whole,  we  may 
conclude,  that  'tis  impossible  in  any  one  instance  to  shew 
the  pidnciple,  in  which  the  force  and  agency  of  a  cause  is 
plac'd ;  and  that  the  most  refin'd  and  most  vulgar  under- 
standings are  equally  at  a  loss  in  this  particular.  K  any  one 
think  proper  to  refute  this  assertion,  he  need  not  put  himself 
to  the  trouble  of  inventing  any  long  reasonings :  but  may  at 
once  shew  us  an  instance  of  a  cause,  where  we  discover  the 
power  or  operating  principle.  This  defiance  we  are  oblig'd  . 
frequently  to  make  use  of,  as  being  almost  the  only  means 
of  proving  a  negative  in  philosophy. 

The  small  success,  which  has  been  met  with  in  all  the 
attempts  to  fix  this  power,  has  at  last  oblig'd  philosophers 
to  conclude,  that  the  ultimate  force  and  efficacy  of  nature  is 
perfectly  unknown  to  us,  and  that  'tis  in  vain  we  search  for 
it  in  all  the  known  qualities  of  .matter.  In  this  opinion  they 
are  almost  unanimous ;  and  'tis  only  in  the  inference  they 
draw  from  it,  that  they  discover  any  difference  in  their  sen- 
timents. For  some  of  them,  as  the  Cartesiana  in  particular, 
having  establish'd  it  as  a  principle,  that  we  are  perfectly 
acquainted  with  the  essence  of  matter,  have  very  naturally 
inferr'd,  that  it  is  endow'd  with  no  efficacy,  and  that  'tis  im- 
possible for  it  of  itself  to  communicate  motion,  or  produce 
any  of  those  effects,  which  we  ascribe  to  it.  Ajb  the  essence 
of  matter  consists  in  extension,  and  as  extension  implies  not 
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actual  motion,  but  onlj  mobility ;  tbe j  conclade,  that  the 
energy,  which  prodaces  the  motion,  cannot  lie  in  the  extension. 
This  conclusion  leads  them  into  another,  which  they  re- 
gard as  perfectly  unavoidable.  Matter,  say  they,  is  in  itself 
entirely  unactive,  and  deprived  of  any  power,  by  which  it 
may  produce,  or 'continue,  or  communicate  motion :  But  since 
these  effects  are  evident  to  our  senses,  and  since  the  power, 
that  produces  them,  must  be  plac'd  somewhere,  it  must  lie 
in  the  Dbitt,  or  that  divine  being,  who  contains  in  his  nature 
all  excellency  and  perfection.  'Tis  the  deity,  therefore,  who 
is  the  prime  mover  of  the  universe,  and  who  not  only  first 
created  matter,  and  gave  it  it's  original  impulse,  but  likewise 
by  a  continu'd  exertion  of  omnipotence,  supports  its  ex- 
istence, and  successively  bestows  on  it  all  those  motions,  and 
configurations,  and  qualities,  with  which  it  is  endow'd. 

This  opinion  is  certainly  very  curious,  and  well  worth  our 
attention;  but  'twill  appear  superfluous  to  examine  it  in 
this  place,  if  we  reflect  a  moment  on  our  present  purpose  in 
taking  notice  of  it.  We  have  establish'd  it  as  a  principle, 
that  as  all  ideas  are  deriv'd  from  impressions,  or  some  pre- 
cedent perceptions^  'tis  impossible  we  can  have  any  idea  of 
power  and  efficacy,  unless  some  instances  can  be  produced, 
wherein  this  power  is  perceived  to  exert  itself.  Now,  as  these 
instances  can  never  be  discovered  in  body,  the  Ca/rtesiansy 
proceeding  upon  their  principle  of  innate  ideas,  have  had 
recourse  to  a  supreme  spirit  or  deity,  whom  they  consider  as 
the  only  active  being  in  the  universe,  and  as  the  immediate 
/  cause  of  every  alteration  in  matter.  But  the  principle  of 
I  innate  ideas  being  allow'd  to  be  false,  it  follows,  that  the  sup- 
I  position  of  a  deity  can  serve  us  in  no  stead,  in  accounting  for 
that  idea  of  agency,  which  we  search  for  in  vain  in  all  the 
objects,  which  are  presented  to  our  senses,  or  which  we  are 
internally  conscious  of  in  our  own  minds.  For  if  every  idea 
be  deriv'd  from  an  impression,  the  idea  of  a  deity  proceeds 
from  the  same  origin ;  and  if  no  impression,  either  of  sensation 
or  reflection,  implies  any  force  or  efficacy,  'tis  equally  impossible 
to  discover  or  even  imagine  any  such  active  principle  in  the 
deity.  Since  these  philosophers,  therefore,  have  concluded, 
that  matter  cannot  be  endow'd  with  any  efficacious  principle, 
because  'tis  impossible  to  discover  in  it  such  a  principle ;  the 
same  course  of  reasoning  shou'd  determine  them  to  exclude 
it  from  the  supreme  being.     Or  if  they  esteem  that  opinion 
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that  they  have  no  adequate  idea  of  power  or  efficacy  in  anjA  of  the 
obiect ;  since  neither  in  body  nor  spirit,  neither  in  superior  M^®*  ^^  "®" 
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nor  inferior  natures,  are  they  able  to  discover  one  single  j  connexion. 
instance  of  it. 

The  same  conclusion  is  imavoidable  upon  the  hypothesis  of 
those,  who  maintain  the  efficacy  of  second  causes,  and 
attribute  a  derivative,  but  a  real  power  and  energy  to 
matter.  For  as  they  confess,  that  this  energy  lies  not  in  any 
of  the  known  qualities  of  matter,  the  difficulty  still  remains 
concerning  the  origin  of  its  idea.  If  we  have  really  an 
idea  of  power,  we  may  attribute  power  to  an  unknown 
quality :  But  as  'tis  impossible,  that  that  idea  can  be  deriv'd 
from  such  a  quality,  and  as  there  is  nothing  in  known 
quaJities,  which  can  produce  it ;  it  follows  that  we  deceive 
ourselves,  when  we  imagine  we  are  possest  of  any  idea  of 
this  kind,  after  the  manner  we  commonly  imderstand  it. 
All  ideas  are  deriv'd  from,  and  represent  impressions.  We 
never  have  any  impression,  that  contains  any  power  or 
efficacy.     We  never  therefore  have  any  idea  of  power. 

Some'  have  asserted,  that  we  feel  an  energy,  or  power,  in 
our  own  mind ;  and  that  having  in  this  manner  acquired  the 
idea  of  power,  we  transfer  that  quality  to  matter,  where  we 
are  not  able  immediately  to  discover  it.     The  motions  of  our 
bodj,  and  the  thoughts  and  sentiments  of  our  mind,  (say 
they)  obey  the  will ;  nor  do  we  seek  any  farther  to  acquire  a 
just   notion  of  force  or  power.     But  to  convince  us  how 
fallacious  this  reasoning  is,  we  need  only  consider,  that  the 
will  being  here  considered  as  a  cause,  has  no  more  a  dis- 
coverable connexion  with  its  effects,  than  any  material  cause 
has  with  its  proper  effect.     So  &r  from  perceiving  the  con- 
nexion betwixt  an  act  of  volition,  and  a  motion  of  the  body ; 
'tis   allow'd  that  no  effect  is  more  inexplicable  from  tiie 
powers  and  essence  of  thought  and  matter.     Nor  is  the 
empire  of  the  will  over  our  mind  more  intelligible.    The 
effect  is  there  distinguishable  and  separable  from  the  cause, 
and  cou'd  not  be  foreseen  without  the  experience  of  their 
constant  conjunction.'    We  have  command  over  our  mind  to 
a  certain  degree,  but  beyond  that,  lose  all  empire  over  it : 
And  'tis  evidently  impossible  to  fix  any  precise  bounds  to  our 

*  [This  paragraph,  with  its  foot-note,  was  added  in  the  Appendix. — Ed.] 
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authority,  where  we  consult  not  experience.  In  short,  the 
actions  of  the  mind  are,  in  this  respect,  the  same  with  those 
of  matter.  We  perceive  only  their  constant  conjunction  ; 
nor  can  we  ever  reason  beyond  it.  No  internal  impression 
has  an  apparent  energy,  more  than  external  objects  have.' 
Since,  therefore,  matter  is  confess'd  by  philosophers  to 
operate  by  an  unknown  force,  we  shou'd  in  vain  hope  to 
attain  an  idea  of  force  by  consulting  our  own  minds.' 

It  has  been  established  as  a  certain  principle,  that  general 
or  abstract  ideas  are  nothing  but  individual  ones  taken 
in  a  certain  light,  and  that,  in  reflecting  on  any  object,  'tis 
as  impossible  to  exclude  from  our  thought  all  particular 
degrees  of  quantity  and  quality  as  from  the  real  nature  of 
things.  If  we  be  possest,  therefore,  of  any  idea  of  power 
in  general,  we  must  also  be  able  to  conceive  some  particular 
species  of  it;  and  as  power  cannot  subsist  alone,  but  is 
always  regarded  as  an  attribute  of  some  being  or  existence^ 
we  must  be  able  to  place  this  power  in  some  particular 
being,  and  conceive  that  being  as  endowed  with  a  real 
force  and  energy,  by  which  such  a  particular  efiPect  neces- 
sarily results  from  its  operation.  We  must  distinctly  and 
particulai'ly  conceive  the  connexion  betwixt  the  cause  and 
effect,  and  be  able  to  pronounce,  from  a  simple  view  of  the 
one,  that  it  must  be  follow'd  or  preceded  by  the  other. 
This  is  the  true  manner  of  conceiving  a  particular  power  in 
a  particular  body:  and  a  general  idea  being  impossible 
without  an  individual;  where  the  latter  is  impossible,  'tis 
certain  the  former  can  never  exist.  Now  nothing  is  more 
evident,  than  that  the  human  mind  cannot  form  such  an 
idea  of  two  objects,  as  to  conceive  any  connexion  betwixt 
them,  or  comprehend  distinctly  that  power  or  efficacy,  by 
which  they  are  united.  Such  a  connexion  wou'd  amount 
to  a  demonstration,  and  wou'd  imply  the  absolute  impossi- 
bility for  the  one  object  not  to  follow,  or  to  be  conceiv'd 


*  [Contrast  the  definition  of  the  human 
mind,  Part  IV.  §  6.  It  is  *  a  system  of 
different  perceptions  or  different  ex- 
istences which  are  linked  together  by 
the  relation  of  cause  and  effect,  and 
mutually  produce,  destroy,  influence, 
and  modify  each  other.'] 

'  The  same  imperfection  attends  our 
ideas  of  the  Deity;  but  this  can  have 
no  efff^t  either  on  religion  or  morals. 


The  order  of  the  universe  proves  an 
omnipotent  mind ;  that  is,  a  mind  whose 
will  is  constantly  attended  with  the  obe- 
dience of  every  creature  and  being. 
Nothing  more  is  requisite  to  give  a 
foundation  to  all  the  articles  of  religion, 
nor  is  it  necessary  we  should  form  a  dis- 
tinct idea  of  the  force  and  energy  of  the 
supreme  Being. 
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not  to  follow  upon  the  other :  Which  kind  of  connexion  has     SECT. 
already  been  rejected  in  all  cases.     If  any  one  is  of  a  con-  ^   ^  •_^ 
trary  opinion,  and  thinks  he  has  attain'd  a  notion  of  power  of  the 
in  any  particular  object,  I  desire  he  may  point  out  to  me  i^eaofne- 
that  object.     But  till    I   meet  with    such-a-one,  which  I  connexion. 
despair  of,  I  cannot  forbear  concluding,  that  since  we  can 
never  distinctly  conceive  how  any  particular  power  can  pos- 
sibly reside  in  any  particular  object,  we  deceive  ourselves  in 
imagining  we  can  form  any  such  general  idea. 

Thus  upon  the  whole  we  may  infer,  that  when  we  talk  of 
any  being,  whether  of  a  superior  or  inferior  nature,  as 
endowed  with  a  power  or  force,  proportion'd  to  any  effect ; 
when  we  speak  of  a  necessary  connexion  betwixt  objects, 
and  suppose,  that  this  connexion  depends  upon  an  efficacy 
or  energy,  with  which  any  of  these  objects  are  endow'd ;  in 
all  these  expressions,  so  apply*dy  we  have  really  no  distinct 
meaning,  and  make  use  only  of  common  words,  without 
any  clear  and  determinate  ideas.  But  as  'tis  more  probable, 
that  these  expressions  do  here  lose  their  true  meaning  by 
being  wrong  apply^d,  than  that  they  never  have  any  mean- 
ing; 'twill  be  proper  to  bestow  another  consideration  on 
this  subject,  to  see  if  possibly  we  can  discover  the  nature 
and  origin  of  those  ideas,  we  annex  to  them. 

Suppose  two  objects  to  be  presented  to  us,  of  which  the 
one  is  the  cause  and  the  other  the  effect ;  'tis  plain,  that 
from  the  simple  consideration  of  one,  or  both  these  objects 
we  never  shall  perceive  the  tie  by  which  they  are  united,  or 
be  able  certainly  to  pronounce,  that  there  is  a  connexion 
betwixt  them.  'Tis  not,  therefore,  from  any  one  instance, 
that  we  arrive  at  the  idea  of  cause  and  effect,  of  a  neces- 
sary connexion  of  power,  of  force,  of  energy,  and  of 
efficacy.  Did  we  never  see  any  but  particular  conjunctions 
of  objects,  entirely  different  from  each  other,  we  shou'd 
never  be  able  to  form  any  such  ideas. 

But  again ;  suppose  we  observe  several  instances,  in  which 
the  same  objects  are  always  conjoin'd  together,  we  imme- 
diately conceive  a  connexion  betwixt  them,  and  begin  to 
draw  an  inference  from  one  to  another.  This  multiplicity 
of  resembling  instances,  therefore,  constitutes  the  very 
essence  of  power  or  connexion,  and  is  the  source  from 
which  the  idea  of  it  arises.  In  order,  then,  to  understand 
the  idea  of  power,  we  must  consider  that  multiplicity ;  nor 
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do  I  ask  more  to  give  a  solntion  of  that  difficulty,  which 
has  so  long  perplex'd  us.  For  thus  I  reason.  The  repetitiou 
of  perfectly  flimikr  instances  can  never  alone  give  rise  to 
an  original  idea,  different  from  what  is  to  be  found  in  any 
particular  instance,  as  has  been  observed,  and  as  evidently 
follows  from  our  fundamental  principle,  thai  all  ideas  are 
cepy^dfrom  impressions.  Since  therefore  the  idea  of  power 
is  a  new  original  idea,  not  to  be  found  in  any  one  instance, 
and  which  yet  arises  from  the  repetition  of  several  instances, 
it  follows,  tiiat  the  repetition  alone  has  not  that  eSeist,  but 
must  either  discover  or  produce  something  new,  which  is  the 
source  of  that  idea.  Did  the  repetition  neither  discover 
nor  produce  anything  new,  our  ideas  might  be  multiply *d 
by  it,  but  wou'd  not  be  enlarged  above  what  they  are  upon 
the  observation  of  one  single  instance.  Every  eidargement, 
therefore,  (such  as  the  idea  of  power  or  connexion)  which 
arises  from  the  multiplicity  of  similar  instances,  is  copy'd 
from  some  effects  of  the  multiplicity,  and  will  be  perfectly 
understood  by  understanding  these  effects.  Wherever  we 
find  anything  new  to  be  discovered  or  produced  by  the 
repetition,  there  we  must  place  the  power,  and  must  never 
look  for  it  in  any  other  object. 

But  'tis  evident,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  repetiidon  of 
like  objects  in  like  relations  of  succession  and  contiguiiy 
discovers  nothing  new  in  any  one  of  them ;  since  we  can 
draw  no  inference  from  it,  nor  make  it  a  subject  either  of 
our  demonstrative  or  probable  reasonings;^  as  has  been 
already  proved.  Nay  suppose  we  cou'd  draw  an  inference, 
'twou'd  be  of  no  consequence  in  the  present  case ;  since  no 
kind  of  reasoning  can  give  rise  to  a  new  idea,  such  as  this 
of  power  is;  but  wherever  we  reason,  we  must  antece- 
dently be  possest  of  clear  ideas,  which  may  be  the  objects 
of  our  reasoning.  The  conception  always  precedes  the 
understanding ;  and  where  the  one  is  obscure,  the  other  is 
uncertain ;  where  the  one  fails,  the  other  must  fail  also. 

Secondly,  'Tis  certain  that  this  repetition  of  similar 
objects  in  similar  situations  produces  nothing  new  either  in 
these  objects,  or  in  any  external  body.  For  'twill  readily  be 
allow'd,  that  the  several  instances  we  have  of  the  conjunc- 
tion of  resembling  causes   and  effects  are   in  themselves 


>  Sect,  6. 
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entirely  independent,  a«nd  that  the  communication  of  motion,      SECT. 
•which  I  Bee  result  at  present  from  the  shock  of  two  billiard-  '  - 

balls,  is  totally  distinct  from  that  which  I  saw  result  from  of  the 

such  an  impulse  a  twelve-month  affo.     These  impulses  have  '^®*  °^  °®* 

C668AFV 

no  influence  on  each  other.     They  are  entirely  divided  by  connexion. 
time  and  place ;  and  the  one  might  have  existed  and  commu- 
nicated motion,  tho'  the  other  never  had  been  in  being. 

There  is,  then,  nothing  new  either  discovered  or  produc'd 
in  any  objects  by  their  constant  conjunction,  and  by  the 
uninterrupted  resemblance  of  their  relations  of  succession 
and  contiguity.  But  'tis  from  this  resemblance,  that  the 
ideas  of  necessity,  of  power,  and  of  efficacy,  are  derived. 
These  ideas,  therefore,  represent  not  anything,  that  does  or 
can  belong  to  the  objects,  which  are  constantly  conjoined. 
This  is  an  argument,  which,  in  every  view  we  can  examine 
it,  will  be  found  perfectly  unanswerable.  Similar  instances 
are  still  the  first  source  of  our  idea  of  power  or  necessity ; 
at  the  same  time  that  they  have  no  influence  by  their  simi- 
larity either  on  each  other,  or  on  any  external  object.  We 
must,  therefore,  turn  ourselves  to  some  other  quarter  to 
seek  the  origin  of  that  idea. 

Tho'  the  several  resembling  instances,  which  give  rise  to 
the  idea  of  power,  have  no  influence  on  each  other,  and  can 
never  produce  any  new  quality  in  the  object,  which  can  be 
the  model  of  that  idea,  yet  the  observation  of  this  resem- 
blance produces  a  new  impression  in  the  mind,  which  is  its 
real  model.  For  after  we  have  observed  the  resemblance  in  a 
sufficient  number  of  instances,  we  immediately  feel  a  deter- 
mination of  the  mind  to  pass  from  one  object  to  its  usual 
attendant,  and  to  conceive  it  in  a  stronger  light  upon 
account  of  that  relation.  This  determination  is  the  only 
effect  of  the  resemblance ;  and  therefore  must  be  the  same 
with  f  ower  or  efficacy,  whose  idea  is  derived  from  the 
resemblance.  The  several  instances  of  resembling  conjunc- 
tions lead  us  into  the  notion  of  power  and  necessity. 
These  instances  are  in  themselves  totally  distinct  from  each 
other,  and  have  no  union  but  in  the  mind,  which  observes 
them,  and  collects  their  ideas.  Necessity,  then,  is  the 
effect  of  this  observation,  and  is  nothing  but  an  internal 
impression  of  the  mind,  or  a  determination  to  carry  our  j 
thoughts  from  one  object  to  another.  Without  considering 
it  in  this  view,  we  can  never  arrive  at  the   most  distant 
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notion  of  it,  or  be  able  to  attribute  it  either  to  external  or 
internal  objects,  to  spirit  or  body,  to  canses  or  effects. 

The  necessary  connexion  betwixt  canses  and  effects  is  the 
foundation  of  our  inference  from  one  to  the  other.  The 
foundation  of  our  inference  is  the  transition  arising  from 
the  accustom'd  union.     These  are,  therefore,',the  same.' 

The  idea  of  necessity  arises  from  some  impression. 
There  is  no  impression  convey'd  by  our  senses,  which  can 
give  rise  to  that  idea.  It  must,  therefore,  be  derived  from 
some  internal  impression,  or  impression  of  reflection.  There 
is  no  internal  impression,  which  has  any  relation  to  the 
present  business,  but  that  propensity,  which  custom  produces, 
to  pass  from  an  object  to  the  idea  of  its  usual  attendant. 
This  therefore  is  the  essence  of  necessity.  Upon  the 
whole,  necessity  is  something,  that  exists  in  the  mind^  not 
in  objects ;  nor  is  it  possible  for  us  ever  to  form  the  most 
distant  idea  of  it,  considered  as  a  quality  in  bodies. 
Either  we  have  no  idea  of  necessity,  or  necessity  is  nothing 
but  that  determination  of  the  thought  to  pass  from  causes 
to  effects,  and  frx)m  effects  to  causes,  according  to  their 
experienc'd  union. 

Thus  as  the  necessity,  which  makes  two  times  two  equal  to 
four,  or  three  angles  of  a  triangle  equal  to  two  right  ones, 
lies  only  in  the  act  of  the  understanding,  by  which  we  con- 
sider and  compare  these  ideas ;  in  like  manner  the  necessity 
or  power,  which  unites  causes  and  effects,  lies  in  the  deter- 
mination of  the  mind  to  pass  from  the  one  to  the  other. 
The  efficacy  or  energy  of  causes  is  neither  plac'd  in  the 
causes  themselves,  nor  in  the  deity,  nor  in  the  concurrence  of 
these  two  principles ;  but  belongs  entirely  to  the  soul,  which 
considers  the  imion  of  two  Or  more  objects  in  all  past  in- 
stances. 'Tis  here  that  the  real  power  of  causes  is  plac'd 
along  with  their  connexion  and  necessity. 

I  am  sensible,  that  of  all  the  paradoxes,  which  I  have  had, 
or  shall  hereafter  have  occasion  to  advance  in  the  course  of 
this  treatise,  the  present  one  is  the  most  violent,  and  that 
'tis  merely  by  dint  of  solid  proof  and  reasoning  I  can  ever 
hope  it  will  have  admission,  and  overcome  the  inveterate 
prejudices  of  mankind.  Before  we  are  reconciPd  to  this 
doctrine,  how  often  must  we  repeat  to  ourselves,  that  the 
simple  view  of  any  two  objects  or  actions,  however  related, 

»  [Introd.  I  292.] 
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can  never  give  ns  any  idea  of  power,  or  of  a  connexion      SECT. 
betwixt  them :  that  this  idea  arises  from  the  repetition  of  ^  ^^' 


their  nnion :  that  the  repetition  neither  discovers  nor  causes  of  the 
any  thing  in  the  objects,  but  has  an  influence  only  on  the  *<l®*  ^^  °®- 
mind,  by  that  /»ri°^^Ti|^p^Y>  |^|■^^||Q;fl•/^Tl  it  produces :  that  this  ^^^on. 
customary  transition  is,  therefore,  the  same  with  the  power 
and  necessity ;   which  are  consequently  qualities   of   per- 
ceptions, not  of  objects,  and  are  internally  felt  by  the  soul, 
and  not  perceiv'd  externally  in  bodies  ?  *     There  is  commonly 
an  astonishment  attending  every  thing  extraordinary ;  and 
this   astonishment  changes  immediately  into  the  highest 
degree  of  esteem  or  contempt,  according  as  we  approve  or 
disapprove  of  the  subject.     I  am  much  afraid,  that  tho'  the 
foregoing  reasoning  appears  to  me  the  shortest  and  most 
decisive  imaginable;  yet  with  the  generality  of  readers  tlie 
biass  of  the  mind  will  prevail,  and  give  them  a  prejudice 
against  the  present  doctrine. 

This  contrary  biass  is  easily  accounted  for.  'Tis  a  common 
observation,  that  the  mind  has  a  great  propensity  to  spread 
itself  on  external  objects,  and  to  conjoin  with  them  any 
internal  impressions,  which  they  occasion,  and  which  always 
make  their  appearance  at  the  same  time  that  these  objects 
discover  themselves  to  the  senses.  Thus  as  certain  sounds 
and  smells  are  always  found  to  attend  certain  visible  objects, 
we  naturally  imagine  a  conjunction,  even  in  place,  betwixt 
the  objects  and  qualities,  tho'  the  qualities  be  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  admit  of  no  such  conjunction,  and  really  exist 
no  where.  But  of  this  more  fully*  hereafter.  Mean  while 
'tis  sufficient  to  observe,  that  the  same  propensity  is  the 
reason,  why  we  suppose  necessity  and  power  to  lie  in  the 
objects  we  consider,  not  in  our  mind,  that  considers  them ; 
notwithstanding  it  is  not  possible  for  us  to  form  the  most 
distant  idea  of  that  quality,  when  it  is  not  taken  for  the 
determination  of  the  mind,  to  pass  from  the  idea  of  an 
object  to  that  of  its  usual  attendant. 

But  tho'  this  be  the  only  reasonable  account  we  can  give 
of  necessity,  the  contrary  notion  is  so  riveted  in  the  mind 
from  the  principles  above-mention'd,  that  I  doubt  not  but 
my  sentiments  will  be  treated  by  many  as  extravagant  and 
ridiculous.  What !  the  efficacy  of  causes  lie  in  the  determi- 
nation of  the  mind !     As  if  causes  did  not  operate  enGrel 

[Introd.  I  202].  *Part  IV.    Sect.  6. 
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independent  of  the  mind,  and  wou'd  not  continae  their 
operation,  even  tho'  there  was  no  mind  existent  to  con- 
template them,  or  reason  concerning  them.  Thought  maj 
well  depend  on  causes  for  its  operation,  but  not  causes  on 
thought.  This  is  to  reverse  the  order  of  nature,  and  make 
that  secondary,  which  is  really  primary.  To  every  operation 
there  is  a  power  proportion'd ;  and  this  power  must  be  plac'd 
on  the  body,  that  operates.  If  we  remove  the  power  from 
one  cause,  we  must  ascribe  it  to  another :  But  to  remove  it 
from  all  causes,  and  bestow  it  on  a  being,  that  is  no  ways 
related  to  the  cause  or  effect,  but  by  perceiving  them^  is  a 
gross  absurdity,  and  contrary  to  the  most  certain  principles 
of  human  reason. 

I  can  only  reply  to  all  these  arguments,  that  the  case  is 
here  much  the  same,  as  if  a  blind  man  should  pretend  to  find 
a  great  many  absurdities  in  the  supposition,  that  the  colour 
of  scarlet  is  not  the  same  with  the  sound  of  a  trumpet,  nor 
light  the  same  with  solidity.  If  we  have  really  no  idea  of  a 
I)Ower  or  efficacy  in  any  object,  or  of  any  real  connexion 
betwixt  causes  and  effects,  'twill  be  to  little  purpose  to  prove, 
that  an  efficacy  is  necessary  in  all  operations.  We  do  not 
understand  our  own  meaning  in  talking  so,  but  ignorantly 
confound  ideas,  which  are  entirely  distinct  from  each  other. 
I  am,  indeed,  ready  to  allow,  that  there  may  be  several  quali- 
ties both  in  material  and  immaterial  objects,  with  which  we 
are  utterly  unacquainted ;  and  if  we  please  to  call  these  power 
or  efficacy,  ^twill  be  of  little  consequence  to  the  world.  But 
when,  instead  of  meaning  these  unknown  qualities,  we  make 
the  terms  of  power  and  efficacy  signify  something,  of  which 
we  have  a  clear  idea,  and  which  is  incompatible  with  those 
objects,  to  which  we  apply  it,  obscurity  and  error  begin  then 
to  take  place,  and  we  are  led  astray  by  a  false  philosophy. 
This  is  the  case,  when  we  transfer  the  determination  of  the 
thought  to  external  objects,  and  suppose  any  real  intelligible 
connexion  betwixt  them ;  that  being  a  quality,  which  can 
only  belong  to  the  mind  that  considers  them. 

As  to  what  may  be  said,  that  the  operations  of  nature  are 
independent  of  our  thought  and  reasoning,  I  allow  it ;  and 
accordingly  have  observ'd,  that  objects  bear  to  each  other  the 
relations  of  contiguity  and  succession ;  that  like  objects  may 
be  observ'd  in  several  instances  to  have  like  relations ;  and 
that  all  this  is  independent  of,  and  antecedent  to  the  opera- 


Sbot.  XIV.  OF  THE  UNDERSTANDING.  468 

tions  of  the  understanding.     Bat  if  we  go  any  farther,  and      SECT, 
ascribe  a  power  or  necessary  connexion  to  tiiese  objects;  ^  ^^^' 


this  is  what  we  can  never  observe  in  them,  but  must  draw  of  the 
the  idea  of  it  from  what  we  feel  internally  in  contemplating  ^^^  ^^  °«- 
them.     And  this  I  carry  so  far,  that  I  am  ready  to  convert  ^J^^on. 
my  present  reasoning  into  an  instance  of  it,  by  a  subtility, 
which  it  wiU  not  be  difficult  to  comprehend. 

When  any  object  is  presented  to  us,  it  immediately  con- 
veys to  the  mind  a  lively  idea  of  that  object,  which  is  usually 
found  to  attend  it ;  and  this  determination  of  the  mind  forms 
the  necessary  connexion  of  these  objects.  But  when  we 
change  the  point  of  view,  from  the  objects  to  the  perceptions ; 
in  that  case  the  impression  is  to  be  considered  as  the  cause, 
and  the  lively  idea  as  the  effect ;  and  their  necessary  con- 
nexion is  that  new  determination,  which  we  feel  to  pass  from 
the  idea  of  the  one  to  that  of  the  other.  The  uniting  prin- 
ciple among  our  internal  perceptions  is  as  unintelligible  as 
that  among  external  objects,  and  is  not  known  to  us  any 
other  way  than  by  experience.  Now  the  nature  and  effecte 
of  experience  have  been  already  suf&ciently  examin'd  and 
explained.  It  never  gives  us  any  insight  into  the  internal 
structure  or  operating  principle  of  objects,  but  only  ac- 
customs the  mind  to  pass  from  one  to  another. 

'Tis  now  time  to  collect  all  the  different  parts  of  this  reason- 
ing, and  by  joining  them  together  form  an  exact  definition  of 
the  relation  of  cause  and  effect,  which  makes  the  subject  of  the 
present  enquiry.  This  order  wou'd  not  have  been  excusable, 
of  first  examining  our  inference  from  the  relation  before  we 
had  explain'd  the  relation  itself,  had  it  been  possible  to  pro- 
ceed in  a  different  method.^  But  as  the  nature  of  the  relation 
depends  so  much  on  that  of  the  inference,  we  have  been 
oblig'd  to  advance  in  this  seemingly  preposterous  manner, 
and  make  use  of  terms  before  we  were  able  exactly  to  define 
them,  or  fix  their  meaning.  We  shall  now  correct  this  fi^ult 
by  giving  a  precise  definition  of  cause  and  effect. 

There  may  two  definitions  be  given  of  this  relation,  which 
are  only  different,  by  their  presenting  a  different  view  of  the 
same  object,  and  making  us  consider  it  either  as  a  phiUh- 
Bophical  or  as  a  viatural  relation ;  either  as  a  comparison  of 
two  ideas,  or  as  an  association  betwixt  them.  We  may 
define  a  cause  to  be  *An  object  precedent  and  contiguous  to 

*  [See  aboTe,  Part  III.  %  2,  towards  the  end.] 
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another,  and  where  all  the  objects  resembling  the  former  are 
plac'd  in  like  relations  of  precedency  and  contiguity  to 
those  objects  that  resemble  the  latter/  *  If  this  definition  be 
esteem'd  defective,  becanse  drawn  from  objects  foreign  to  the 
cause,  we  may  substitute  this  other  definition  in  its  place, 
viz,  ^A  OAUSE  is  an  object  precedent  and  contiguous  to 
another,  and  so  united  with  it,  that  the  idea  of  the  one  deter- 
mines the  mind  to  form  the  idea  of  the  other,  and  the  im- 
pression of  the  one  to  form  a  more  lively  idea  of  the  other.' ' 
Shou'd  this  definition  also  be  rejected  for  the  same  reason, 
I  know  no  other  remedy,  than  that  the  persons,  who  express 
this  delicacy,  shou'd  substitute  a  juster  definition  in  its 
place.  But  for  my  part  I  must  own  my  incapacity  for  such 
an  undertaking.  When  I  examine  yrith  the  utmost  accuracy 
those  objects,  which  are  commonly  denominated  causes  and 
effects,  I  find,  in  considering  a  single  instance,  that  the  one 
object  is  precedent  and  contiguous  to  the  other;  and  in 
inlarging  my  view  to  consider  several  instances,  T  find  only, 
that  like  objects  are  constantly  plac'd  in  like  relations  of  suc- 
cession and  contiguity.  Again,  when  I  consider  the  influence 
of  this  constant  conjunction,  I  perceive,  that  such  a  relation 
can  never  be  an  object  of  reasoning,  and  can  never  operate 
upon  the  mind,  but  by  means  of  custom,  which  determines  the 
imagination  to  make  a  transition  from  the  idea  of  one  object 
to  that  of  its  usual  attendant,  and  from  the  impression  of  one 
to  a  more  lively  idea  of  the  other.  However  extraordinary 
these  sentiments  may  appear,  I  think  it  fruitless  to  trouble 
myself  with  any  farther  enquiry  or  reasoning  upon  the 
subject,  but  shall  repose  myself  on  them  as  on  establiah'd 
maxims. 

'Twill  only  be  proper,  before  we  leave  this  subject,  to 
draw  some  corrollaries  from  it,  by.  which  we  may  remove 
several  prejudices  and  popular  errors,  that  have  very  much 
prevail'd  in  philosophy.  First,  We  may  learn  from  the  fore- 
going doctrine,  that  all  causes  are  of  the  same  kind,  and  that 
in  particular  there  is  no  foundation  for  that  distinction, 
which  we  sometimes  make  betwixt  ,  efficient  causes  and 
causes  sine  qua  non ;  or  betwixt  efficient  causes,  and  formal, 
and  material,  and  exemplary,  and  final  causes.  For  as  our 
idea  of  efficiency  is  deriv'd  from  the  constant  conjunction  of 
two  objects,  wherever  this  is  observ'd,  the  cause  is  efficient ; 

»  [Introd.  §  206  el  seq.]  «  [Introd.  §  316  etseq.] 
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and  where  it  is  not,  there  can  never  be  a  cause  of  any  kind.      SECT. 
Tor  the  same  reason  we  must  reject  the  distinction  betwixt    _^^'  ^ 
cause  and   occcunony  when    supposed   to   signify    any  thing  ofthe 
essentially  alfferent  from   each  other.      If   constant  con-  ^^^  ^^  ^^ 
junction  be  imply 'd  in  what  we  call  occasion,  'tis  a  real  connexion. 
caase.     If  not,  'tis  no  relation  at  all,  and  cannot  give  rise  to 
any  argument  or  reasoning. 

Secondly,  The  same  course  of  reasoning  will  make  us 
conclude,  that  there  is  but  one  kind  of  necessity y  as  there  is 
but  one  kind  of  cause,  and  that  the  common  distinction 
betwixt  moral  and  physical  necessity  is  without  any  founda- 
tion in  nature.  This  clearly  appears  from  the  precedent 
explication  of  necessity.  'Tis  the  constant  conjunction  of 
objects,  along  with  the  determination  of  the  mind,  which 
constitutes  a  physical  necessity  :  And  the  removal  of  these 
is  the  same  thing  with  chance.  As  objects  must  either  be 
conjoin'd  or  not,  and  as  the  mind  must  either  be  determined 
or  not  to  pass  from  one  object  to  another,  'tis  impossible  to 
admit  of  any  medium  betwixt  chance  and  an  absolute  neces- 
sity. In  wccakening  this  conjunction  and  determination  you 
do  not  change  the  nature  of  the  necessity ;  since  even  in  the 
operation  of  bodies,  these  have  different  degrees  of  constancy 
and  force,  without  producing  a  different  species  of  that  re- 
lation. 

The  distinction,  which  we  often  make  betwixt  power  and 
the  exercise  of  it,  is  equally  without  foundation. 

Thirdly,  We  may  now  be  able  fully  to  overcome  all  that 
repugnance,  which  'tis  so  natural  for  us  to  entertain  against 
the  foregoing  reasoning,  by  which  we  endeavour'd  to  prove, 
that  the  necessity  of  a  cause  to  every  beginning  of  existence 
is  not  founded  on  any  arguments  either  demonstrative  or 
intuitive.  Such  an  opinion  will  not  appear  strange  after 
the  foregoing  definitions.  If  we  define  a  cause  to  be  an 
object  precedent  and  contiguous  to  anotJieVy  and  where  all  the 
objects  resembling  the  former  are  placed  in  a  like  relation  of 
priority  and  contiguity  to  those  objects^  that  resemble  the  latter  ; 
we  may  easily  conceive,  that  there  is  no  absolute  nor  meta- 
physical necessity,  that  every  beginning  of  existence  shou'd 
be  attended  with  such  an  object.  If  we  define  a  cause 
to  be,  An  objedt  precedent  and  contiguous  to  anotJier,  and 
so  united  with  it  in  the  imagination,  that  the  idea  of  the  one 
determines  the  mind  to  form  the  idea  of  the  other,  and  the  im~ 
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presnofv  of  the  one  to  form  a  more  lively  idea  of  the  other  ;  we 
shall  make  still  less  difficulty  of  assenting  to  this  opinion. 
Such  an  influence  on  the  mind  is  in  itself  perfectly  extra- 
ordinary and  incomprehensible ;  nor  can  we  be  certain  of  its 
reality,  bat  from  experience  and  observation. 

I  shall  add  as  a  fourth  corrollary  that  we  can  never  hare 
reason  to  believe  that  any  object  exists,  of  which  we  cannot 
form  an  idea.  For  as  all  our  reasonings  concerning  existence 
are  derived  from  causation,  and  as  all  our  reasonings  con- 
cerning causation  are  deriv'd  from  the  experienced  conjunc- 
tion of  objects,  not  from  any  reasoning  or  reflection,  the 
same  experience  must  give  us  a  notion  of  these  objects,  and 
must  remove  all  mystery  from  our  conclusions.  This  is  so 
evident,  that 'twould  scarce  have  merited  our  attention,  were 
it  not  to  obviate  certain  objections  of  this  kind,  which  might 
arise  against  the  following  reasonings  concerning  mcUter  and 
mbstance.  I  need  not  observe,  that  a  full  knowledge  of  the 
object  is  not  requisite,  but  only  of  those  qualities  of  it^  which 
we  believe  to  exist. 


Seot.  XY. — Rules  by  which  to  judge  of  Causes  and  Effects. 

According  to  the  precedent  doctrine,  there  are  no  objects, 
which  by  the  mere  survey,  without  consulting  experience, 
we  can  determine  to  be  the  causes  of  any  other ;  and  no 
objects,  which  we  can  certainly  determine  in  the  same 
manner  not  to  be  the  causes.  Any  thing  may  produce  any 
thing.  Creation,  annihilation,  motion,  reason,  volition  ;  all 
these  may  arise  from  one  another,  or  from  any  other  object 
we  can  imagine.  Nor  will  this  appear  strange,  if  we  com- 
pare two  principles  explained  above,  that  the  constant  con- 
junction  of  objects  determines  their  causation^  and  *  that^ 
properly  speakingy  no  objects  are  contrary  to  each  other  but 
existence  and  non-existence.  Where  objects  are  not  contrary, 
nothing  hinders  them  from  having  that  constant  conjunction, 
on  which  the  relation  of  cause  and  efiPect  totally  depends. 

Since  therefore  *tis  possible  for  all  objects  to  become 
causes  or  effects  to  each  other,  it  may  be  proper  to  fix  some 
general  rules,  by  which  we  may  know  when  they  really  are 
so.^ 

1.  The  cause  and  effect  must  be  contiguous  in  space  and 
time. 

»  Part  I.  Sect.  5.  «  [Introd.  {  816.] 
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2.  The  cause  miiBt  be  prior  to  the  effect.  sect. 

3.  There  must  be  a  constant  union  betwixt  the  cause  and  .      ^      . 
effect.     *Tis  chiefly  this  quality,  that  constitutes  the  relation.  Rules  by 

4.  The  same  cause  always  produces  the  same  effect,  and  7^}^^  ^ 

J'uclcrs  of 

the  same  effect  never  arises  but  from  the  same  cause.  This  caoaes  and 
principle  we  derive  from  experience,  and  is  the  source  of  eflfecte. 
most  of  our  philosophical  reasonings.  For  when  by  any  clear 
experiment  we  have  discovered  the  causes  or  effects  of  any 
phienomenon,  we  immediately  extend  our  observation  to  every 
phsBuomenon  of  the  same  kind,  without  waiting  for  that 
constant  repetition,  from  which  the  first  idea  of  this  relation 
is  deriv'd. 

5.  There  is  another  principle,  which  hangs  upon  this,  viz, 
that  where  several  different  objects  produce  the  same  effect,  - 
it  must  be  by  means  of  some  quality,  which  we  discover  to 
be  common  amongst  them.  For  as  like  effects  imply  like 
causes,  we  must  always  ascribe  the  causation  to  the  circum- 
stance, wherein  we  discover  the  resemblance. 

6.  The  following  principle  is  founded  on  the  same  reason. 
The  difference  in  the  effects  of  two  resembling  objects  must 
proceed  from  that  particular,  in  which  they  differ.  For  as 
like  causes  always  produce  like  effects,  when  in  any  instance 
we  find  our  expectation  to  be  disappointed,  we  must  conclude 
that  this  irregularity  proceeds  from  some  difference  in  the 
causes. 

7.  When  any  object  encreases  or  diminishes  with  the 
encrease  or  diminution  of  its  cause,  'tis  to  be  regarded  as  a 
compounded  effect,  deriv'd  from  the  union  of  the  several 
different  effects,  which  arise  from  the  several  different  parts 
of  the  cause.  The  absence  or  presence  of  one  part  of  the 
cause  is  here  suppos'd  to  be  always  attended  with  the 
absence  or  presence  of  a  proportionable  part  of  the  effect. 
This  constant  conjunction  sufficiently  proves,  that  the  one 
part  is  the  cause  of  the  other.  We  must,  however,  beware 
not  to  draw  such  a  conclusion  from  a  few  experiments.  A 
certain  degree  of  heat  gives  pleasure ;  if  you  diminish  that 
heat,  the  pleasure  diminishes ;  but  it  does  not  follow,  that  if 
you  augment  it  beyond  a  certain  degree,  the  pleasure  will 
likewise  augment ;  for  we  find  that  it  degenerates  into  pain. 

8.  The  eighth  and  last  rule  I  shall  take  notice  of  is,  that 
an  object,  which  exists  for  any  time  in  its  full  perfection 
without  any  effect,  is  not  the  sole  cause  of  that  effect,  but 
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requires  to  be  assisted  by  some  other  principle,  which  may 
forward  its  influence  and  operation.  For  as  like  effects 
necessarily  follow  from  like  causes,  and  in  a  contiguous 
time  and  place,  their  separation  for  a  moment  shews,  that 
these  causes  are  not  compleat  ones. 

Here  is  aU  the  looig  I  think  proper  to  employ  in  my 
reasoning;  and  perhaps  eren  this  was  not  yery  necessary,  but 
might  have  been  supply'd  by  the  natural  principles  of  our 
understanding.  Our  scholastic  headpieces  and  logicians 
shew  no  such  superiority  aboye  the  mere  vulgar  in  their 
reason  and  ability,  as  to  give  us  any  inclination  to  imitate 
them  in  deliyering  a  long  system  of  rules  and  precepts  to 
direct  our  judgment,  in  philosophy.  All  the  rules  of  this 
nature  are  very  easy  in  their  inyention,  but  extremely 
difficult  in  their  application ;  and  eyen  experimental  philo- 
sophy, which  seems  the  most  natural  and  simple  of  anj^ 
requires  the  utmost  stretch  of  human  judgment.  There  is 
no  phsenomenon  in  nature,  but  what  is  compounded  and 
modify'd  by  so  many  different  circumstances,  that  in  order 
to  arrive  at  the  decisive  point,  we  must  carefully  separate 
whatever  is  superfluous,  and  enquire  by  new  experiments,  if 
every  particular  circumstance  of  the  first  experiment  was 
essential  to  it.  These  new  experiments  are  liable  to  a  dis- 
cussion of  the  same  kind ;  so  that  the  utmost  constancy  is 
requir'd  to  make  us  persevere  in  our  enquiry,  and  the  ut- 
most sagacity  to  choose  the  right  way  among  so  many  that 
present  themselves.  If  this  be  the  case  even  in  natural 
philosophy,  how  much  more  in  moral,  where  there  is  a  much 
greater  complication  of  circumstances,  and  wHere  those  views 
and  sentiments,  which  are  essential  to  any  action  of  the  mind, 
are  so  implicit  and  obscure,  that  they  often  escape  our  strict- 
est attention,  and  are  not  only  unaccountable  in  their  causes, 
but  even  unknown  in  their  existence  ?  I  am  much  afraid, 
lest  the  small  success  I  meet  with  in  my  enquiries  will  make 
this  observation  bear  the  air  of  an  apology  rather  than  of 
boasting. 

If  any  thing  can  give  me  security  in  this  particular,  'twill 
be  the  enlarging  the  sphere  of  my  experiments  as  much  as 
possible ;  for  which  reason  it  may  be  proper  in  this  place  to 
examine  the  reasoning  faculty  of  brutes,  as  well. as  that  of 
human  creatures. 
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Next  to  the  ridicule  of  denying  an  evident  truth,  is  that  of  '^^^  ^^ 
taking  much  pains  to  defend  it ;  and  no  truth  appears  to 
me  more  evident,  than  that  Tbeaats  areendow'd  with  thought 
jand^ reason,  as  well  as  men.  The  arguments  are  in  tEisljase 
so  obvious,  that  they  never  escape  the  most  stupid  and 
ignorant. 

We  are  conscious,  that  we  ourselves,  in  adapting  means  to 
ends,  are  guided  by  reason  and  design,  and  that  'tis  not 
ignorantly  nor  casually  we  perform  those  actions,  which  tend 
to  self-preservation,  to  the  obtaining  pleasure,  and  avoiding 
pain.  When  therefore  we  see  other  creatures,  in  millions 
of  instances,  perform  like  actions,  and  direct  them  to  like 
ends,  all  our  principles  of  reason  and  probability  carry  us 
with  an  invincible  force  to  believe  the  existence  of  a  like 
cause.  'Tis  needless  in  my  opinion  to  illustrate  this  ai'gu- 
ment  by  the  enumeration  of  particulars.  The  smallest  atten- 
tion will  supply  us  with  more  than  are  requisite.  The 
resemblance  betwixt  the  actions  of  animals  and  those  of  men 
is  so  entire  in  this  respect,  that  the  very  jfirst  action  of  the 
first  animal  we  shall  please  to  pitch  on,  will  afford  us  an  in* 
contestable  argument  for  the  present  doctrine. 

Tliis  doctrine  is  as  useful  as  it  is  obvious,  and  furnishes 
us  with  a  kind  of  touchstone,  by  which  we  may  try  every 
system  in  this  species  of  philosophy.  *Tis  from  the  resem- 
blance of  the  external  actions  of  animals  to  those  we  ourselves 
perform,  that  we  judge  their  internal  likewise  to  resemble 
ours ;  and  the  same  principle  of  reasoning,  carry'd  one  step 
farther,  will  make  us  conclude  that  since  our  internal  actions 
resemble  each  other,  the  causes,  from  which  they  are  deriv'd, 
must  also  be  resembling.  When  any  hypothesis,  therefore, 
is  advanced  to  explain  a  mental  operation,  which  is  common 
to  men  and  beasts,  we  must  apply  the  same  hypothesis  to 
both ;  and  as  every  true  hypothesis  will  abide  this  trial,  so  I 
may  venture  to  affirm,  that  no  false  one  will  ever  be  able  to 
endure  it.  The  common  defect  of  those  systems,  which  phi- 
losophers have  employed  to  account  for  the  actions  of  the 
mind,  is,  that  they  suppose  such  a  subtility  and  refinement  * 
of  thought,  as  not  only  exceeds  the  capacity  of  mere  animals,  ' 
but  even  of  children  and  the  common  people  in  our  own 


•      I.   ' 
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PART     species;  who  are  notwithstanding  susceptible  of  the  same 
emotions  and  affections  as  persons  of  the  most  accomplish'd 


Of  know-  genius  and  understanding.  Such  a  subtility  is  a  clear  proof 
^^blb*^^  of  the  falshood,  as  the  contrary  simplicity  of  the  truth,  of 
Jity.    ^       any  system. 

Let  us  therefore  put  bur  present  system  concerning'  the 
nature  of  the  understanding  to  this  decisive  trial,  and  see 
whether  it  will  equally  account  for  the  reasonings  of  beasts  as 
for  these  of  the  human  species. 

Here  we  must  make  a  distinction  betwixt  those  actions  of 
animals,  which  are  of  a  vulgar  nature,  and  seem  to  be  on  a 
level  with  their  common  capacities,  and  those  more  extra- 
ordinary instances  of  sagacity,  which  they  sometimes  discover 
for  their  own  preservation,  and  the  propagation  of  their 
species.    A  dog,  that  avoids  fire  and  precipices,  that  shuns 
strangers,  and  caresses  his  master,  affords  us  an  instance  of  the 
first  kind.     A  bird,  that  chooses  with  such  care  and  nicety 
the  place  and  materials  of  her  nest,  and  sits  upon  her  e^s 
for  a  due  time,  and  in  a  suitable  season,  with  all  the  pre- 
caution, that  a  chymist  is  capable  of  in  the  most  delicate 
projection,  furnishes  us  with  a  lively  instance  of  the  second. 
As  to  the  former  actions,  I  assert  they  proceed  from  a 
reasoning,  that  is  not  in  itself  different,  nor  founded  on 
different  principles,  from  that  which  appears  inhuman  nature. 
'Tis  necessary  in  the   first  place,  that  there  be  some  im- 
pression immediately  present  to  their  memory  or  senses,  iu 
order  to  be  the  foundation  of  their  judgment.     Prom  the 
tone  of  voice  the  dog  infers  his  master's  anger,  and  foresees 
his  own  punishment.     From  a  certain  sensation  affecting  his 
smell,  he  judges  his  game  not  to  be  far  distant  from  him. 

Secondly,  The  inference  he  draws  from  the  present  impres- 
sion is  built  on  experience,  and  on  his  observation  of  the 
conjunction  of  objects  in  past  instances.  As  you  vary  this 
experience,  he  varies  his  reasoning.  Make  a  beating  follow 
upon  one  sign  or  motion  for  some  time,  and  afterwards  upon 
another ;  and  he  will  successively  draw  different  conclusions, 
according  to  his  most  recent  experience. 

Now  let  any  philosopher  make  a  trial,  and  endeavour  to 
explain  that  act  of  the  mind,  which  we  call  belief ^  and  give 
•       an  account  of  the  principles,  from  which  it  is  deriv'd,  inde- 
pendent of  the  influence  of  custom  on  the  imagination,  and  let 
his  hypothesis  be  equally  applicable  to  beasts  as  to  the  human 
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species ;  and  afber  he  has  done  this,  I  promise  to  embrace  his      SECT* 
opinion.     But  at  the  same  time  I  demand  as  an  equitable  ^_    y^'_ 
condition,  that  if  my  system  be  the  only  one,  which  can  of  the 
answer  to  all  these  terms,  it  may  be  received  as  entirely  satis-  reason  of 
factory  and  convincing.  And  that  'tis  the  only  one,  is  evident 
almost  without  any  reasoning.     Beasts  certainly  never  per- 
ceive any  real  connexion  among  objects.     'Tis  therefore  by 
experience  they  infer  one  from  another.     They  can  never  by 
any  arguments  form  a  general  conclusion,  that  those  objects, 
of  which  they  have  had  no  experience,  resemble  those  of 
which  they  have.     'Tis  therefore  by  means  of  custom  alone, 
that  experience  operates  upon  them.      All  this  was  suf- 
ficiently evident  with  respect  to  man.     But  with  respect  to 
beasts  there  cannot  be  the  least  suspicion  of  mistake ;  which  / 

must  be  own'd  to  be  a  strong  confirmation,  or  rather  an 
invincible  proof  of  my  system. 

Nothing  shews  more  the  force  of  habit  in  reconciling  us 
to  any  pheenomenon,  than  this,  that  men  are  not  astonish'd 
at  the  operations  of  their  own  reason,  at  the  same  time, 
that  they  admire  the  instinct  of  animals,  and  find  a  difficulty 
in  explaining  it,  merely  because  it  cannot  be  reduced  to  the 
very  same  principles.  To  consider  the  matter  aright,  reason 
is  nothing  but  a  -^pnderful  aiid  unintelligible  instinct  m  our 
aouls,^  which  carries  us  along  a  certain  train  of  ideas,  and 
endows  them  with  particular  qualities,  according  to  their 
particular  situations  and  relations.  This  instinct,  'tis  true,  I 
arises  from  past  observation  and  experience;  but  can  any 
one  give  the  ultimate  reason,  why  past  experience  and  obser-  f 
vation  produces  such  an  effect,  any  more  than  why  nature 
alone  shou'd  produce  it?  Nature  may  certainly  produce 
whatever  can  arise  from  habit :  Nay,  habit  is  nothing  but 
one  of  the  principles  of  nature,  and  derives  all  its  force  from 
that  origin. 

»  [Introd.  I  203.] 
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PART  IV. 

OP  THE  SCEPTICAL  AND  OTHEE  SYSTEMS  OP  PHILOSOPHT. 

Sect.  I, — Of  Scepticism  with  regard  to  Reason. 

In  all  demonstrative  sciences  the  rules  are  certain  and  in- 
fallible ;  but  when  we  apply  them,  our  fallible  and  uncertain 
faculties  are  very  apt  to  depart  from  them,  and  fall  into  error. 
We  must,  therefore,  in  every  reasoning  form  a  new  judgment, 
as  a  check  or  controul  on  our  first  judgment  or  belief;  and 
must  enlarge  our  view  to  comprehend  a  kind  of  history  of 
all  the  instances,  wherein  our  understanding  has  deceived 
us,  compared  with  those,  wherein  its  testimony  was  just  and 
true.  Our  reason  must  be  considered  as  a  kind  of  cause,  of 
which  truth  is  the  natural  effect ;  but  such-a-one  as  by  the 
irruption  of  other  causes,  and  by  the  inconstancy  of  onr 
mental  powers,  may  frequently  be  prevented.  By  this  means 
all  knowledge  degenerates  into  probability ;  and  this  pro- 
bability is  greater  or  less,  according  to  our  experience  of  the 
veracity  or  deceitfulness  of  our  understanding,  and  according 
to  the  simplicity  or  intricacy  of  the  question. 

There  is  no  Algebraist  nor  Mathematician  so  expert  in 
his  science,  as  to  place  entire  confidence  in  any  truth  imme- 
diately upon  his  discovery  of  it,  or  regard  it  as  any  thing,  but  a 
mere  probability.  Every  time  he  runs  over  his  proofs,  his 
confidence  encreases ;  but  still  more  by  the  approbation  of 
his  friends ;  and  is  rais'd  to  its  utmost  perfection  by  the 
universal  assent  and  applauses  of  the  learned  world.  Now 
'tis  evident,  that  this  gradual  encrease  of  assurance  is  no- 
thing but  the  addition  of  new  probabilities,  and  is  derived 
from  the  constant  union  of  causes  and  effects,  according  to 
past  experience  and  observation. 

In  accompts  of  any  length  or  importance.  Merchants 
seldom  trust  to  the  infallible  certainty  of  numbers  for  their 
security ;  but  by  the  artificial  structure  of  the   accompts, 
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produce  a  probability  beyond  wbat  is  derived  from  the  skill     ^^^* 
and  experience  of  the  accomptant.     For  that  is  plainly  of 


itself  some  degree  of  probability;  tho'  uncertain  and  variable,.  Of  seep- 
according  to  the  degrees  of  his  experience  and  length  of  the  p^^  ^^ 
accompt.  Now  as  none  will  maintain,  that  our  assurance  in  a  reason, 
long  numeration  exceeds  probability,  I  may  safely  affirm,  that 
there  scarce  is  any  proposition  concerning  numbers,  of  which 
we  can  have  a  fuller  security.  For  *tis  easily  possible,  by 
gradually  diminishing  the  numbers,  to  reduce  the  longest 
series  of  addition  to  the  most  simple  question,  which  can  be 
form'd,  to  an  addition  of  two  single  numbers ;  and  upon  this 
supposition  we  shall  find  it  impracticable  to  shew  the  precise 
limits  of  knowledge  and  of  probability,  or  discover  that  par- 
ticular number,  at  which  the  one  ends  and  the  other  begins. 
But  knowledge  and  probability  are  of  such  contrary  and  dis- 
agreeing natures,  that  they  cannot  well  run  insensibly  into 
each  other,  and  that  because  they  will  not  divide,  but  must 
be  either  entirely  present,  or  entirely  absent.  Besides,  if 
any  single  addition  were  certain,  every  one  wou'd  be  so,  and 
consequently  the  whole  or  total  sum ;  unless  the  whole  can 
be  different  from  all  its  parts.  I  had  almost  said,  that  this 
was  certain ;  but  I  reflect  that  it  must  reduce  itself y  as  well 
as  every  other  reasoning,  and  from  knowledge  degenerate 
into  probability. 

Since  therefore  all  knowledge  resolves  itself  into  probability, 
and  becomes  at  last  of  the  same  nature  with  that  evidence, 
which  we  employ  in  common  life,  we  must  now  examine  this 
latterspecies  of  reasoning,  and  see  on  what  foundation  it  stands. 

In  every  judgment,  which  we  can  form  concerning  pro- 
bability, as  well  as  concerning  knowledge,  we  ought  always 
to  correct  the  first  judgment,  deriv'd  from  the  nature  of  the 
object,  by  another  judgment,  deriv'd  from  the  nature  of  the 
understanding.  'Tis  certain  a  man  of  solid  sense  and  long 
experience  ought  to  have,  and  usually  has,  a  greater  assur- 
ance in  his  opinions,  than  one  that  is  foolish  and  ignorant, 
and  that  our  sentiments  have  different  degrees  of  authority, 
even  with  ourselves,  in  proportion  to  the  degrees  of  our  rea- 
son and  experience.  In  the  man  of  the  best  sense  and 
longest  experience,  this  authority  is  never  entire ;  since  even 
such-a-one  must  be  conscious  of  many  errors  in  the  past,  and 
must  still  dread  the  like  for  the  future.  Here  tlien  arises  a 
new  species  of  probability  to  correct  and  regulate  the  first. 


474  A  TREATISE  OF  HUMAN  NATURK  Part  IV. 

PABT     and  fix  its  just  standard  and  proportion.    As  demonstration 
^^'       is  subject  to  the  controul  of  probability,  so  is  probability 


Of  the  liable  to  a  new  correction  by  a  reflex  act  of  the  mind,  wherein 
"^P^^^  the  nature  of  our  understanding,  and  our  reasoning  from  the 
systems       fii*st  probability  become  our  objects. 

of  philo-  Haying  thus  found  in  every  probability,  beside  the  original 

"°^  ^'         uncertainty  inherent  in    the    subject,   a   new  nncertainty 
deriv'd  from  the  weakness  of  that  faculty,  which  judges^  and 
having  adjusted  these  two  together,  we  are  obliged  by  our 
reason  to  add  a  new  doubt  derived  from  the  possibility  of 
error  in  the  estimation  we  make  of  the  truth  and  fidelity 
of  our  faculties.     This  is  a  doubt,  which  immediately  occurs 
to  us,  and  of  which,  if  we  wou*d  closely  pursue  our  reason, 
we  cannot  avoid  giving  a  decision.     But  this  decision,  ilio'  it 
should  be    favourable  to  our  preceding  judgment,   being 
founded  only  on  probability,  must  weaken  sdll  further  our 
first  evidence,  and  must  itself  be  weaken'd  by  a  fourth  doubt 
of  the  same  kind,  and  so  on  in  infinitum ;  till  at  last  there  re- 
main nothing  of  the  original  probability,  however  great  we 
may  suppose  it  to  have  been,  and  however  small  the  diminu- 
tion by  every  new  uncertainty.    No  finite  object  can  subsist 
under  a  decrease  repeated  in  infinitum ;  and  even  the  vastest 
quantity,  which  can  enter  into  human  imagination,  must  in 
this  manner  be  reduc'd  to  nothing.     Let  our  first  belief  be 
never  so  stroQg,  it  must  infallibly  perish  by  passing  thro'  so 
many  new  examinations,  of  which  each  diminishes  somewhat 
of  its  force  and  vigour.     When  I  reflect  on  the  natural  falli- 
/  bility  of  my  judgment,  I  have  less  confldence  in  my  opinions, 
/    than  when  I  only  consider  the  objects  concerning  which  I 
I    reason ;  and  when  I  proceed  still  farther,  to  turn  the  scrutiny 
against  every  successive  estimation  I  make  of  my  faculties, 
all  the  rules  of  logic  require  a  continual  diminution,  and  at 
last  a  total  extinction  of  belief  and  evidence. 

Shou'd  it  here  be  ask'd  me,  whether  I  sincerely  assent  to 
this  argument,  which  I  seem  to  take  such  pains  to  inculcate, 
and  whether  I  be  really  one  of  those  sceptics,  who  hold  that 
all  is  uncertain,  and  that  our  judgment  is  not  in  any  thing 
possest  of  any  measures  of  truth  and  falshood;  I  shon'd 
reply,  that  this  question  is  entirely  superfluous,  and  that 
neither  I,  nor  any  other  person  was  ever  sincerely  and  con- 
stantly of  that  opinion.  Nature,  by  an  absolute  and  uncon- 
iroulable  necessity  has  determined  us  to  judge  as  well  as  to 
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breathe  and  feel;   nor  can  we  any  more  forbear  viewing      SECT, 
certain  objects  in  a  stronger  and  fuller  liglit,  upon  account         ,'  „» 
of  their  customary  connexion  with  a  present  impression,  Of  scep- 
than  we  can  hinder  ourselves  from  thinking  as  long  as  we  are  yg!!^^*^ 
awake,  or  seeing  the  surrounding  bodies,  when  we  turn  our  reason, 
eyes  towards  them  in  broad  sunshine.    Whoever  has  taken 
the  pains  to  refute  the  cavils  of  this  total  scepticism,  has 
really  disputed  without  an  antagonist,  and  endeavoured  by 
arguments  to  establish  a  faculty,  which  nature  has  ante- 
cedently implanted  in  the  mind,  and  render'd  unavoidable. 

My  intention  then  in  displaying  so  carefully  the  arguments 
of  that  fantastic  sect,  is  only  to  make  the  reader  sensible  of 
the  truth  of  my  hypothesis,  that  all  our  reasonings  concerning  ' 
causes  and  effects  are  derived  from  nothing  hut  custom;  and  I  y^/ 
that  belief  is  more  properly  an  act  of  the  sensitive^  than  of  the  \ 
cogitative  pari  of  ouir  natures •  T  have  here  prov'd,  that  the  • 
very  same  principles,  which  make  us  form  a  decision  npon 
any  subject,  and  correct  that  decision  by  the  consideration 
of  our  genius  and  capacity,  and  of  the  situation  of  our  mind, 
when  we  examin'd  that  subject;  I  say,  I  have  proved,  that 
these  same  principles,  when  carry'd  farther,  and  apply^d  to 
every  new  reflex  judgment,  must,  by  continually  diminishing 
the  original  evidence,  at  last  reduce  it  to  nothing,  and  utterly 
subvert  all  belief  and  opinion.  If  belief,  therefore,  were  a  simple 
act  of  the  thought,  without  any  peculiar  manner  of  concep- 
tion, or  the  addition  of  a  force  and  vivacity,  it  must  infallibly 
destroy  itself,  and  in  every  case  terminate  in  a  total  sus* 
pense  of  judgment.  But  as  experience  will  sufficiently  con- 
vince any  one,  who  thinks  it  worth  while  to  try,  that  tho*  he 
can  find  no  error  in  the  foregoing  arguments,  yet  he  still 
continues  to  believe,  and  think,  and  reason  as  usual,  he  may 
safely  conclude,  that  his  reasoning  and  belief  is  some  sensa* 
tion  or_geculiar_manner  of  conception,  which  'tis  impossible 
for  mere  ideas  and  reflections  to  destroy. 

But  here,  perhaps,  it  may  be  demanded,  how  it  happens, 
even  upon  my  hypothesis,  that  these  arguments  above-ex- 
plain'd  produce  not  a  total  suspense  of  judgment,  and  after 
what  manner  the  mind  ever  retains  a  degree  of  assurance  in 
any  subject?  For  as  these  new  probabilities,  which  by  their 
repetition  perpetually  diminish  the  original  evidence,  are 
founded  on  the  very  same  principles,  whether  of  thought  or 
sensation,  as  the  primary  judgment,  it  may  seem  unavoidable. 
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PART  that  in  either  case  they  must  equally  subyert  it,  and  by  the 

^        '    ^  opposition,  either  of  contrary  thoughts  or  sensations,  reduce 

Of  the  the  mind  to  a  total  uncertainty.     I  suppose,  there  is  some 

«^P^^^^  question  proposed  to  me,  and  that  after  revolving  over  the 

&n(l   OUlCr  m  m  ft  T  T  • 

Bystoms       impressions  of  my  memory  and   senses,  and   carrying   mj 
of  phiio-      thoughts  from  them  to  such  objects,  as  are  commonly  con- 
^^  ^'        join'd  with  them,  I  feel  a  stronger  and  more  forcible  concep- 
tion on  the  one  side,  than  on  the  other.     This  strong*  con- 
ception forms  my  first  decision.     I  suppose,  that  afterwards 
I  examine  my  judgment  itself,  and  observing  from  experience, 
that  'tis  sometimes  just  and  sometimes  erroneous,  I  consider 
it  as  regulated  by  contrary  principles  or  causes,  of  which 
some  lead  to  truth,  and  some  to  error ;  and  in  ballancing  these 
contrary  causes,  I  diminish  by  a  new  probability  the  assur- 
ance of  my  first  decision.     This  new  probability  is  liable  io 
the  same  diminution  as  the  foregoing,  and  so  on,  in  infinitum, 
/'Tis  therefore  demanded,  how  it  happens^  that  even  after  all 
I   we  retain  a  degree  of  belief y  which  is  sufficient  for  our  purpose, 
\   cither  in  philosophy  or  common  life, 

I  answer,  that  after  the  first  and  second  decision ;  as  the 
action  of  the  mind  becomes  forc'd  and  unnatui*al,  and  the 
ideas  faint  and  obscure ;  tho'  the  principles  of  judgment, 
and  the  ballancing  of  opposite  causes  be  the  same  as  at  the 
very  beginning ;  yet  their  influence  on  the  imagination,  and 
the  vigour  they  add  to,  or  diminish  from  the  thought,  is  by 
no  means  equal.     Where  the  mind  reaches  not  its  objects 

7  with  easiness  and  facility,  the  same  principles  have  not  the 
same  effect  as  in  a  more  natural  conception  of  the  ideas ; 
nor  does  the  imagination  feel  a  sensation,  which  holds  any 
•  proportion  with  that  which  arises  from  its  common  judg- 
ments and  opinions.  The  attention  is  on  the  stretch :  The 
posture  of  the  mind  is  uneasy ;  and  the  spirits  being  diverted 
from  their  natural  course,  are  not  govern'd  in  their  move- 
ments by  the  same  laws,  at  least  not  to  the  same  degree,  as 
Avhen  they  flow  in  their  usual  channel. 

If  we  desire  similar  instances,  'twill  not  be  very  difficult 
to  find  them.  The  present  subject  of  metaphysics  will 
supply  us  abundantly.  The  same  argument,  which  wou'd 
have  been  esteera'd  convincing  in  a  reasoning  concerning 
history  or  politics,  has  little  or  no  influence  in  these  ab- 
struser  subjects,  even  tho'  it  be  perfectly  comprehended;  and 
that  because  there   is  requir'd  a  study  and  an  effort  of 
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thouglit,  in  order  to  its  being  comprehended :  And  this  eflPbrt      SECT. 

of   thought  disturbs  the   operation   of  our  sentiments,  on  . ^ — . 

i?vhich  the  belief  depends.  The  case  is  the  same  in  other  Of  seep- 
subjects.  The  straining  of  the  imagination  always  hinders  y^^^^ 
the  regular  flowing  of  the  passions  and  sentiments.  A  roason. 
tragic  poet,  that  wou'd  represent  his  heroes  as  very  inge- 
nious and  witty  in  their  misfortunes,  wou'd  never  touch  the 
passions.  As  the  emotions  of  the  soul  prevent  any  subtile 
reasoning  and  reflection,  so  these  latter  actions  of  the  mind 
are  equally  prejudicial  to  the  former.  The  mind,  as  well 
as  the  body,  seems  to  be  endow'd  with  a  certain  precise 
degree  of  force  and  activity,  which  it  never  employs  in  one 
action,  but  at  the  expense  of  all  the  rest.  This  is  more 
evidently  true,  where  the  actions  are  of  quite  different 
natures ;  since  in  that  case  the  force  of  the  mind  is  not  only 
diverted,  but  even  the  disposition  chang'd,  so  as  to  render 
us  incapable  of  a  sudden  transition  from  one  action  to  the 
other,  and  still  more  of  performing  both  at  once.  No 
wonder,  then,  the  conviction,  which  arises  from  a  subtile 
reasoning,  diminishes  in  proportion  to  the  eflforts,  which  the 
imagination  makes  to  enter  into  the  reasoning,  and  to  con- 
ceive it  in  all  its  parts.  Belief,  being  a  lively  conception,  ' 
can  never  be  entire,  where  it  is  not  founded  on  something 
natural  and  easy. 

This  I  take  to  be  the  true  state  of  the  question,  and 
cannot  approve  of  that  expeditious  way,  which  some  take 
with  the  sceptics,  to  reject  at  once  all  their  arguments 
without  enquiry  or  examination.  If  the  sceptical  reason- 
ings be  strong,  say  they,  'tis  a  proof,  that  reason  may  have 
some  force  and  authority  :  if  weak,  they  can  never  be  suffi- 
cient to  invalidate  all  the  conclusions  of  our  understanding. 
This  argument  is  not  just;  because  the  sceptical  reasonings, 
were  it  possible  for  them  to  exist,  and  were  they  not 
destroyed  by  their  subtility,  wou'd  be  successively  both 
strong  and  weak,  according  to  the  successive  dispositions  of 
the  mind.  Season  first  appears  in  possession  of  the  throne, 
prescribing  laws,  and  in^posing  maxims,  with  an  absolute 
sway  and  authority.  Her  enemy,  therefore,  is  oblig'd  to 
take  shelter  under  her  protection,  and  by  making  use  of 
rational  arguments  to  prove  the  fallaciousness  and  imbecility 
of  reason,  produces,  in  a  manner,  a  patent  under  her  hand 
and  seal*    This  patent  has  at  first  an  authority,  proportioned 
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^^'^     to  the   present  and  immediate  authoritj  of  reason^  from 

« ^L.^  which  it  is  deriv'd.     Bat  as  it  is  snppos'd  to  be  contradictory 

Of  the  to  reason,  it  gradnallj  diminishes  the  force  of  that  goyem- 
amfoSer  *°^  power  and  its  own  at  the  same  time ;  till  at  last  they 
sjBtems  both  yanish  away  into  nothing,  by  a  reg^nlar  and  just 
of  ^iio-  diminution.  The  sceptical  and  dogmatical  reasons  are  of 
the  same  kind,  tho'  contrary  in  their  operation  and  tendency; 
so  that  where  the  latter  is  strong,  it  has  an  enemy  of  equal 
force  in  the  former  to  encounter ;  and  as  their  forces  were  , 
at  first  equal,  they  still  continue  so,  as  long  as  either  of  ^ 
them  subsists ;  nor  does  one  of  them  lose  any  force  in  the 
contest,  without  taking  as  much  from  its  antagonist.  'Tis 
happy,  therefore,  that  nature  breaks  the  force  of  all  scep- 
tical arguments  in  time,  and  keeps  them  fix)m  haying  any 
considerable  influence  on  the  understanding.  Were  we  to 
trust  entirely  to  their  self-destruction,  that  can  neyer  take 
plabe,  'till  they  have  first  subverted  all  conyiction,  and  have 
totally  destroy'd  human  reason. 

Sect.  II. — Of  Scepticism  with  regard  to  the  Senses. 

Thus  the  sceptic  still  continues  to  reason  andbelieye,  eyen 
tho'  he  asserts,  that  he  cannot  defend  his  reason  bj  reason; 
and  by  the  same  rule  he  must  assent  to  the  principle  con- 
cerning the  existence  of  body,  tho'  he  cannot  pretend  by 
any  arguments  of  philosophy  to  maintain  its  yeracity. 
Nature  has  not  lefb  this  to  his  choice,  and  has  doubtless 
esteem'd  it  an  afiair  of  too  great  importance  to  be  trusted 
to  our  uncertain  reasonings  and  speculations.  We  may 
well  ask.  What  catises  induce  us  to  believe  in  the  existence  of 
body  ?  but  'tis  iu  yain  to  ask.  Whether  there  be  body  or  not  ? 
That  is  a  point,  which  we  must  take'  for  granted  in  all  our 
reasonings. 

The  subject,  then,  of  our  present  enquiiy  is  concerning 
the  causes  which  induce  us  to  belieye  in  ike  existence  of 
body :  And  my  reasonings  on  this  head  I  shall  begin  with  a 
distinction,  which  at  first  sight  may  seem  superfluous,  but 
which  will  contribute  yery  much  to  the  perfect  understand- 
ing of  what  follows.  We  ought  to  examine  apart  those  two 
questions,  which  are  commonly  confounded  together,  vts. 
Why  we  attribute  a  contintj'd  existence  to  objects,  eyen 
when  they  are  not  present  to  the  senses ;  and  why  we  sup- 
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pose  them  to  liave  an  existence  bistikot  from  the  mind  and      SECT, 
perception.    Under    this    last    head  I  comprehend    their 


situation  as  well  as  relations^  their  external  position  as  well  Of  scepti- 
as  the  independence  of  their  existence  and  operation.  These  r^!^,J'^ 
two  questions  concerning  the  continued  and  distinct  existence  the  senses. 
of  body  are  intimately  connected  together.  For  if  the  objects 
of  our  senses  continue  to  exist,  even  when  they  are  not 
perceived,  their  existence  is  of  course  independent  of  and 
distinct  from  the  perception ;  and  vice  versay  if  their  exist- 
ence be.  independent  of  the  perception  and  distinct  from  it, 
they  must  continue  to  exist,  even  tho'  they  be  not  perceiv'd. 
But  tho'  the  decision  of  the  one  question  decides  the  other ; 
yet  that  we  may  the  more  easily  discover  the  principles  of 
human  nature,  from  whence  the  decision  arises,  we  shall  carry 
along  with  us  this  distinction,  and  shall  consider,  whether  it 
be  the  senses^  reaaony  or  the  ima-ginationy  that  produces  the 
opinion  of  a  conHmi'd  or  of  a  disUnct  existence.  These  are 
the  only  questions,  that  are  intelligible  on  the  present  subject. 
For  as  to  the  notion  of  external  existence,  when  taken  for 
something  specially  different  from  our  perceptions/  we  have 
already  shewn  its  absurdity. 

To  begin  with  the  senses,  'tis  evident  these  faculties  are 
incapable  of  giving  rise  to  the  notion  of  the  continued  existence 
of  their  objects,  after  they  no  longer  appear  to  the  senses. 
For  that  is  a  contradiction  in  terms,  and  supposes  that  the 
senses  continue  to  operate,  even  after  they  have  ceased  all 
manner  of  operation.  These  faculties,  therefore,  if  they  have 
any  influence  in  the  present  case,  must  produce  the  opinion 
of  a  distinct,  not  of  a  continu'd  existence ;  and  in  order  to 
that,  must  present  their  impressions  either  as  images  and  re- 
presentations, or  as  these  very  distinct  and  external  existences. 

That  our  senses  offer  not  their  impressions  as  the  images 
of  something  distincty  or  independent,  and  extemaly  is  evident ; 
because  they  convey  to  us  nothing  but  a  single  perception,  and 
never  give  us  the  least  intimation  of  any  thing  beyond.  A 
single  perception  can  never  produce  the  idea  of  a  double  ex- 
istence, but  by  some  inference  either  of  the  reason  or  imagi- 
nation. When  the  mind  looks  farther  than  what  immediately 
appears  to  it,  its  conclusions  can  never  be  put  to  the  account 
of  the  senses ;  and  it  certainly  looks  farther,  when  from  a 

>  Part  II.  Sect  6. 


480 


A  TREATISE  OF  HUMAN  NATURE. 


Pabt  IV. 


PART 

TV. 

•■—     »    »- 

Of  the 
sceptical 
and  other 
Bystema 
of  philo- 
sophy. 


single  perception  it  infers  a  double  existence,  and  supposes 
the  relations  of  resemblance  and  causation  betwixt  them* 

If  our  senses,  therefore,  suggest  any  idea  of  distinct  ex- 
istences, they  must  convey  the  impressions  as  those  rerj 
existences,  by  a  kind  of  fallacy  and  illusion.  Upon  this  head 
we  may  observe,  that  all  sensations  are  felt  by  the  mind,  such 
as  they  really  are,  and  that  when  we  doubt,  whether  they 
present  themselves  as  distinct  objects,  or  as  mere  impressions, 
the  difficulty  is  not  concerning  their  nature,  but  concerning 
their  relations  and  situation.^  Now  if  the  senses  presented 
our  impressions  as  external  to,  and  independent  of  ourselves, 
both  the  objects  and  ourselves  must  be  obvious  to  our  senses, 
otherwise  they  cou'd  not  be  compared  by  these  faculties. 
The  difficulty,  then,  is  how  far  we  are  ourselves  the  objects  of 
our  senses. 

'Tis  certain  there  is  no  question  in  philosophy  more  abstruse 
than  that  concerning  identity,  and  the  nature  of  the  uniting 
principle,  which  constitutes  a  person.  So  far  fiom  being 
able  by  our  senses  merely  to  determine  this  question,  we  must 
have  recourse  to  the  most  profound  metaphysics  to  give  a 
satisfactory  answer  to  it ;  and  in  common  life  'tis  evident 
these  ideas  of  self  and  person  are  never  very  fix'd  nor  de- 
terminate. 'Tis  absurd,  therefore,  to  imagine  the  senses  can 
ever  distinguish  betwixt  ourselves  and  external  objects. 

Add  to  this,  that  every  impression,  external  and  internal, 
passions,  affecti<Kis,  sensations,  pains  and  pleasures,  are  origi- 
nally on  the  same  footing;'  and  that  whatever  other  differences 
we  may  observe  among  them,  they  appear,  all  of  them,  in 
their  true  colours,  as  impressions  or  perceptions.     And  in- 
deed, if  we  consider  the  matter  aright,  'tis  scarce  possible  it 
shou'd  be  otherwise,  nor  is  it  conceivable  that  our  senses 
shou'd  be  more  capable  of  deceiving  us  in  the  situation  and 
relations,  than  in  the  nature  of  our  impressions.    For  since 
all  actions  and  sensations  of  the  mind  are  known  to  us  by 
consciousness,  they  must  necessarily  appear  in  every  par- 
ticular what  they  are,  and  be  what  they  appear.   Every  tiling 
that  enters  the  mind,  being  in  reality  a  perception,  'tis  impos- 
sible anything  shou'd  to  feeling  appear  different.     This  were 
to  suppose,  that  even  where  we  are  most  intiniately  conscious, 
we  might  be  mistaken. 

But  not  to  lose  time  in  examining,  whether  'tis  possible 
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for  our  senses  to  deceive  us,  and  represent  our  perceptions      SECT. 
as  distinct  fit)m  ourselves,  that  is  as  external  to  and  in-    _    ,      - 
dependent  of  us ;  let  us  consider  whether  they  really  do  so,  of  scep- 
and  whether  this  error  proceeds  from  an  immediate  sen-  tidsm  with 
sation,  or  from  some  other  causes.  ^SseDses. 

To  begin  with  the  question  concerning  external  existence, 
it  may  perhaps  be  said,  that  setting  aside  the  metaphysical 
question  of  the  identity  of  a  thinking  substance,  our  own 
body  evidently  belongs  to  us;  and  as  several  impressions 
appear  exterior  to  the  body,  we  suppose  them  also  exterior 
to  ourselves.  The  paper,  on  which  I  write  at  present,  is 
beyond  my  hand.  The  table  is  beyond  the  paper.  The 
walls  of  the  chamber  beyond  the  table.  And  in  casting  my 
eye  towards  the  window,  I  perceive  a  great  extent  of  fields 
and  buildings  beyond  my  chamber.  From  all  this  it  may 
be  infer'd,  that  no  other  faculty  is  required,  beside  the 
senses,  to  convince  us  of  the  external  existence  of  body. 
But  to  prevent  this  inference,  we  need  only  weigh  the  three 
following  considerations.  First ,  That,  properly  speaking, 
*tis  not  our  body  we  perceive,  when  we  regard  our  limbs  and 
members,  but  certain  impressions,  which  enter  by  the  senses ; 
so  that  the  ascribing  a  real  and  corporeal  existence  to  these 
impressions,  or  to  their  objects,  is  an  act  of  the  mind  as 
difficult  to  explain,  as  that  which  we  examine  at  present. 
Secondly^  Sounds,  and  tastes,  and  smells,  tho'  commonly 
regarded  by  the  mind  as  continu'd  independent  qualities, 
appear  not  to  have  any  existence  in  extension,  and  conse- 
quently cannot  appear  to  the  senses  as  situated  externally 
to  the  body.*  The  reason,  why  we  ascribe  a  place  to  them, 
shall  be  considered  afterwards.*  Thirdly,  Even'  our  sight 
informs  us  not  of  distance  or  outness  (so  to  speak)  imme- 
diately and  without  a  certain  reasoning  and  experience,  as 
is  aclmowledg'd  by  the  most  rational  philosophers. 

As  to  the  independency  of  our  perceptions  on  ourselves, 
this  can  never  be  an  object  of  the  senses ;  but  any  opinion 
we  form  concerning  it,  must  be  deriv'd  from  experience  and 
observation  :  And  we  shall  see  afterwards,  that  our  conclusions 
from  experience  are  far  from  being  favourable  to  the  doctrine 
of  the  independency  of  our  perceptions.  Mean  while  we  may 
observe  that  when  we  talk  of  real  distinct  existences,  we  have 
commonly  more  in  our  eye  their  independency  than  external 
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PART     situation  in  place,  and  think  an  object  has  a  sufficient  realitj, 
^'    .  when  its  Being  is  nninterrapted,  and  independent  of  the  in- 
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Of  the        cessant  revolutions,  which  we  are  conscious  of  in  ourselves. 
8oepti»i    •      Thus  to  resume  what  I  have  said  concerning  the  senses  ; 
gysteniB       they  give  us  no  notion  of  confcinu'd  existence,  because  they 
ofri^iio-      cannot  operate  beyond  the  extent,  in  which  they  really 
»opny«         operate.    They  as  little  produce  the  opinion  of  a  distinct 
existence,  because  they  neither  can  offer  it  to  the  mind  as 
represented,  nor  as  original.    To  offer  it  as  represented,  they 
must  present  both  an  object  and  an  image.    To  make  it 
appear  as  original,  they  must  convey  a  falshood ;  and  this 
falshood  must  lie  in  the  relations  and  situation ;  In  order  to 
which  they  must  be  able  to  compare  the  object  with  our- 
selves ;  and  even  in  that  case  they  do  not,  nor  is  it  possible 
they  shou'd,  deceive  us.    We  may,  therefore,  conclude  with 
certainty,  that  the  opinion  of  a  continu'd  and  of  a  distinct 
existence  never  arises  from  the  senses. 

To  confirm  this  we  may  observe,  that  there  are  three 
different  kinds  of  impressions  convey'd  by  the  senses.  The 
first  are  those  of  the  figure,  bulk,  motion  and  solidity  of 
bodies.  The  second  those  of  colours,  tastes,  smells,  sounds, 
heat  and  cold.  The  third  are  the  pains  and  pleasures,  that 
arise  from  the  application  of  objects  to  our  bodies,  as  by  the 
cutting  of  our  fiesh  with  steel,  and  such  like.  Both  philoso- 
phers and  the  vidgar  suppose  the  first  of  these  to  have  a 
distinct  continu'd  existence.  The  vulgar  only  regard  the 
second  as  on  the  same  footing.  Both  philosophers  and  the 
vulgar,  again,  esteem  the  third  to  be  merely  perceptions ; 
and  consequently  interrupted  and  dependent  beings. 

Now  *tis  evident,  that,  whatever  may  be  our  philosophical 
opinion,  colours,  sounds,  heat  and  cold,  as  far  as  appears 
to  the  senses,  exist  after  the  same  manner  with  motion  and 
solidity,  and  that  the  difference  we  make  betwixt  them  in 
this  respect,  arises  not  from  the  mere  perception.  So  strong 
is  the  prejudice  for  the  distinct  continu'd  existence  of  the 
former  qualities,  that  when  the  contrary  opinion  is  advanc'd 
by  modem  philosophers,  people  imagine  they  can  almost 
refute  it  from  their  feeling  and  experience,  and  that  their 
very  senses  contradict  this  philosophy.  'Tis  also  evident, 
that  colours,  sounds,  &c.  are  originally  on  the  same  footing 
with  the  pain  that  arises  from  steel,  and  pleasure  that  pro- 
ceeds from  a  fire ;  and  that  the  difference  betwixt  them  is 
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founded  neither  on  perception  nor  reason,  but  on  tlie  ima-     sect.  ^ 
gination.     For  as  they  are  confest  to  be,  both  of  them,  .     ^*  ^/' 
nothing  but  perceptions   arising  from  the  particular  con-  of  seep-   '^ 
figurations    and    motions    of   the  parts  of    body,   wherein  tiasmwith/ 
possibly  can  their  difference  consist?    Upon  the  whole,  thS^nJSg.  ' 
then,  we  may  conclude,  that  as  far  as  the  senses  are  judges, 
all  perceptions  are  the  same  in  the  manner  of  their  ex- 
istence.* 

We  may  also  observe  in  this  instance  of  sounds  and 
colours,  that  we  can^ttribute  a  distinct  continued  existence 
to  objects  without  ever  consulting  beason,  or  weighing  our 
opinions  by  any  philosophical  principles.     And  indeed,  what- 
ever convincing  arguments  philosophers  may  fancy  they  can 
produce  to  establish  the  belief  of  objects  independent  of  the 
mind,  'tis  obvious  these  arguments  are  known  but  to  very 
few,  and  that  'tis  not  by  them,  that  children,  peasants,  and 
the  greatest  part  of  mankind  are  induc'd  to  attribute  objects 
to  some  impressions,  and  deny  them  to  others.    Accordbigly 
we  find,  that  all  the  conclusions,  which  the  vulgar  form  on 
this  head,  are  directly  contrary  to  those,  which  are  confirmed 
by  philosophy.    For  philosophy  informs  us,  that  every  thing, 
which  appears  to  the  mind,  is  nothing  but  a  perception,  and 
is  interrupted,  and  dependent  on  the  mind;   whereas  the 
vulgar  confound  perceptions  and  objects,  and  attribute  a 
distinct  continued  existence  to  the  very  things  they  feel  or 
see.     This  sentiment,  then,  as  it  is  entirely  unreasonable, 
must  proceed  from  some  other  faculty  than  the  understanding. 
To  which  we  may  add,  that  as  long  as  we  take  our  perceptions 
and  objects  to  be  the  same,  we  can  never  infer  the  existence 
of  the  one  from  that  of  the  other,  nor  form  any  argument 
from  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect ;  which  is  the  only  one 
that  can  assure  us  of  matter  of  fact.   Even  after  we  distinguish 
our  perceptions  from  our  objects,  'twill  appear  presently,  that 
we  are  still  incapable  of  reasoning,  from  the  existence  of  one 
to  that  of  the  other :  So  that  upon  the  whole  our  reason 
neither  does,  nor  is  it  possible  it  ever  shou'd,  upon  any  sup- 
position, give  us  an  assurance  of  the  continu'd  and  distinct 
existence  of  body.    That  opinion  must  be  entirely  owing  to 
the  IMAGINATION:   which  must  now  be  the  subject  of  our 
enquiry. 

Since  all  impressions  are  internal  and  perishing  existences, 
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PART  and  appear  as  such,  the  notion  of  their  distinct  and  continu'd 
,  ^^-  ^  existence  must  arise  from  a  concurrence  of  some  of  their 
Of  the  qualities  with  the  qualities  of  the  imagination,  and  since 
9ceDti<»l  ti^ig  notion  does  not  extend  to  all  of  them,  it  must  arise  from 
systoms  certain  qualities  peculiar  to  some  impressions.  'TwUl  there- 
of phiio-  fore  be  easy  for  us  to  discover  these  qualities  by  a  comparison 
^^  ^'  of  the  impressions,  to  which  we  attribute  a  distinct  and  con- 
tinued existence,  with  those,  which  we  regard  as  internal  and 
perishing! 

•We  may  observe,  then,  that  ^tis  neither  upon  account  of 
the  involimtariness  of  certain  impressions,  as  is  commonly 
suppos'd,  nor  of  their  superior  force  and  violence,  that  we 
attribute  to  them  a  reality,  and  continued  existence,  which 
we  refuse  to  others,  that  are  voluntary  or  feeble.  For  'tis 
evident  our  pains  and  pleasures,  our  passions  and  aflPections, 
which  we  never  suppose  to  have  any  existence  beyond  our 
perception,  operate  with  greater  violence,  and  are  equally 
involuntary,  as  the  impressions  of  figure  and  extension, 
colour  and  sound,  which  we  suppose  to  be  permanent  beings. 
The  heat  of  a  fire,  when  moderate,  is  suppos'd  to  exist  in  the 
fire ;  but  the  pain,  which  it  causes  upon  a  near  approach,  is 
not  taken  to  have  any  being  except  in  the  perception. 

These  vulgar  opinions,  then,  being  rejected,  we  must  search 
for  some  other  hypothesis,  by  which  we  may  discover  those 
peculiar  qualities  in  our  impressions,  which  makes  us  attribute 
to  them  a  distinct  and  continu'd  existence. 

After  a  little  examination,  we  shall  find,  that  all  those 
objects,  to  which  we  attribute  a  continu'd  existence,  have 
a  peculiar  constancy y  which  distinguishes  them  from  the  im- 
pressions, whose  existence  depends  upon  our  perception. 
Those  mountains,  and  houses,  and  trees,  which  lie  at  present 
under  my  eye,  have  always  appear'd  to  me  in  the  same  order ; 
and  when  I  lose  sight  of  them  by  shutting  my  eyes  or  turning 
my  head,  I  soon  after  find  them  return  upon  me  without  the 
least  alteration.  My  bed  and  table,  my  books  and  papers, 
present  themselves  in  the  same  uniform  manner,  and  change 
not  upon  account  of  any  interruption  in  my  seeing  or  per- 
ceiving them.  This  is  the  case  with  all  the  impressions, 
whose  objects  are  suppos'd  to  have  an  external  existence; 
and  is  the  case  with  no  other  impressions,  whether  gentle 
or  violent,  voluntary  or  involuntary. 

This  constancy,  however,  is  not  so  perfect  as  not  to  admit 
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of  very  considerable  exceptions.     Bodies  often  change  their      SECT, 
position  and  qualities^  and  after  a  little  absence  or  inter-  ^    ^^- 
raption    may   become    hardly    knowable.      But    here    'tis  of  scop- 
observable,  that  even  in  these   changes  they,  preserve  a  ticismwith 
coherencey  and  have  a  regular  dependence  on  each  other;  Sfronsefl. 
which  is  the  foundation  of  a  kind  of  reasoning  from  causa- 
tion, apd  produces  the  opinion  of  their  continued  existence. 
When  I  return  to  my  chamber  after  an  hour's  absence,  I 
find  not  my  fire  in  the  same  situation,  in  which  I  left  it :  But 
then  I  am  accustom'd  in  other  instances  to  see  a  like 
alteration  produced  in  a  like  time,  whether  I  am  present  or 
absent,  near  or  remote.     This  coherence,  therefore,  in  their 
changes  is  one  of  the  characteristics  of  external  objects,  as 
well  as  their  constancy. 

Having  found  that  the  opinion  of  the  continu'd  existence  V, 
of  body  depends  on  the  cohbejinoe  and  constancy  of  certain  j 
impressions,  I  now  proceed  to  examine  after  what  manner 
these  qualities  give  rise  to  so  extraordinary  an  opinion.  To 
begin  with  the  coherence ;  we  may  observe,  that  tho'  those 
internal  impressions,  which  we  regard  as  fleeting  and 
perishing,  have  also  a  certain  coherence  or  regularity  in 
their  appearances,  yet  'tis  of  somewhat  a  different  nature, 
from  that  which  we  discover  in  bodies.*  Our  passions  are 
found  by  experience  to  have  a  mutual  connexion  with  and 
dependance  on  each  other ;  but  on  no  occasion  is  it  neces- 
sary to  suppose,  that  they  have  existed  and  operated,  when 
they  were  not  perceiv'd,  in  order  to  preserve  the  same 
dependance  and  connexion,  of  which  we  have  had  experience. 
The  case  is  not  the  same  with  relation  to  external  objects. 
Those  require  a  continu'd  existence,  or  otherwise  lose,  in  a 
great  measure,  the  regularity  of  their  operation.  I  am  here 
seated  in  my  chamber  with  my  face  to  the  fire ;  and  all  the 
objects,  that  strike  my  senses,  are  contain'd  in  a  few  yards 
around  me.  My  memory,  indeed,  informs  me  of  the  exist- 
ence of  many  objects ;  but  then  this  information  extends  not 
beyond  their  past  existence,  nor  do  either  my  senses  or 
mtemory  give  any  testimony  to  the  continuance  of  their 
being.  When  therefore  I  am  thus  seated,  and  revolve  over 
these  thoughts,  I  hear  on  a  sudden  a  noise  as  of  a  door 
turning  upon  its  hinges ;  and  a  little  after  see  a  porter,  who 

>  [Contrast  the  statement  made  below — *  The  very  image  which  is  present  to  the 
senses  is  with  us  the  real  body.' — Page  493.] 
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advances  towards  me.    This  g^ves  occasion  to  many  new 
reflections  and  reasonings.     First,  I  never  have    observ'd, 
that  this  noise  cou'd  proceed  from  any  thing  but  the  motion 
of  a  door ;  and  therefore  conclude,  that  the  present  phaeno- 
menon  is  a  contradiction  to  all  past  experience,  unless  the 
door,  which  I  remember  on  t'other  side  the  chamber,  be  still  in 
being.     Again,  I  have  always  found,  that  a  human  body  was 
possest  of  a  quality,  which  I  call  gravity,  and  whicli  hinders 
it  from  mounting  in  the  air,  as  this  porter  must  hare  done 
to  arrive  at  my  chamber,  unless  the  stairs  I  remember  be 
not  annihilated  by  my  absence.      But  this  is  not  alL     I 
receive  a  letter,  which  upon  opening  it  I  perceive  by  the 
hand- writing  and  subscription  to  have  come  from  a  friend, 
who  says  he  is  two  hundred  leagues  distant.     'Tis  evident  I 
can  never  account  for  this  phsenomenon,  conformable  to  my 
experience  in  other  instances,  without  spreading  out  in  my 
mind  the  whole  sea  and  continent  between  us,  and  supposing 
the  effects  and  continued  existence  of  posts   and    ferries, 
according  to  my  memory  and   observation.      To    consider 
these  phfienomena  of  the  porter  and  letter  in  a  certain  light, 
they  are  contradictions  to  common  experience,  and  may  be 
regarded  as  objections  to  those  maxims,  which  we  form  con- 
cerning the    connexions    of    causes    and    effects.      I    am 
accustom'd  to  hear  such  a  sound,  and  see  such  an  object  in 
motion  at  the  same  time.     I  have  not  received  in  this  parti- 
cular instance  both  these  perceptions.     These  observations 
are  contrary,  unless  I  suppose  that  the  door  still  remains, 
and  that  it  was  open'd  without  my  perceiving  it :  And  this 
supposition,  which   was    at    first    entirely    arbitrary    and 
hypothetical,  acquires  a  force  and  evidence  by  its  being  the 
only  one,  upon  which  I  can  reconcile  these  contradictions. 
There  is  scarce  a  moment  of  my  life,  wherein  there  is  not  a 
similar  instance  presented  to  me,  and  I  have  not  occasion  to 
suppose  the  continu'd  existence  of  objects,  in  order  to  connect 
their  past  and  present  appearances,  and  give  them  such  an 
union  with  each  other,  as  I  have  found  by  experience  to  be 
suitable  to  their  particular  natures  and  circumstances.  Here 
then  I  am  naturally  led  to  regard  the  world,  as  something 
real  and  durable,  and  as  preserving  its  existence,  even  when 
it  is  no  longer  present  to  my  perception. 

But  tho'  this  conclusion  from  the  coherence  of  appear- 
ances may  seem  to  be  of  the  same  nature  with  our  reasonings 
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concerning  causes  and  effects ;  as  being  deriv'd  from  custom,      SECT, 
and  regulated  by  past  experience ;  we  shall  find  upon  exa-        ^' 


mination,  that  they  are  at  the  bottom  considerably  different  Of  «»p- 
from  each  other,  and  that  this  inference  arises  from  the  *ia«»^t>» 
understanding,  and  from  custom  in  an  indirect  and  oblique  SS^|miBe8. 
manner.  For  •twill  readily  be  aUow'd,  that  since  nothing  is 
ever  really  present  to  the  mind,  besides  its  own  perceptions, 
'tis  not  only  impossible,  that  any  habit  shou'd  ever  be  ac- 
quired otherwise  than  by  the  regular  succession  of  these 
perceptions,  but  also  that  any  habit  shou'd  ever  exceed  that 
degree  of  regularity.  Any  degree,  therefore,  of  regularity 
in  our  perceptions,  can  never  be  a  foundation  for  us  to  infer 
a  greater  degree  of  regularity  in  some  objects,  which  are 
not  perceived;  since  this  supposes  a  contradiction,  viss.  a  > 
habit  acquired  by  what  was  never  present  to  the  mind.*  But 
'tis  evident,  that  whenever  we  infer  the  continu'd  existence  of 
the  objects  of  sense  from  their  coherence,  and  the  frequency 
of  their  union,  'tis  in  order  to  bestow  on  the  objects  a 
greater  regularity  than  what  is  observed  in  our  mere  percep- 
tions. We  remark  a  connexion  betwixt  two  kinds  of  objects 
in  their  past  appearance  to  the  senses,  but  are  not  able  to 
observe  this  connexion  to  be  perfectly  constant,  since  the 
turning  about  of  our  head  or  the  shutting  of  our  eyes  is 
able  to  break  it.  What  then  do  we  suppose  in  this  case, 
but  that  these  objects  still  continue  their  usual  connexion, 
notwithstanding  their  apparent  interruption,  and  that  the 
irregular  appearances  are  join'd  by  something,  of  which  we 
are  insensible  ?  But  as  all  reasoning  concerning  matters  of 
fact  arises  only  from  custom,  and  x^ustom  can  only  be  the 
effect  of  repeated  perceptions,  the  extending  of  custom  and 
reasoning  beyond  the  perceptions  can  never  be  the  direct  and 
natural  effect  of  the  constant  repetition  and  connexion,  but 
must  arise  from  the  co-operation  of  some  other  principles. 

I  have  already  obsery'd,^  in  examining  the  foundation  of  ; 
mathematics,  that  the  imagination,  when  set  into  any  train 
of  thinking,  is  apt  to  continue,  even  when  its  object  fails 
it,  and  like  a  galley  put  in  motion  by  the  oars,  carries  on  its 
course  without  any  new  impulse,  l^is  I  have  assign'd  for 
the  reason,  why,  after  considering  several  loose  standards  ot 
equality,  and  correcting  them  by  each  other,  we  proceed  to 
imagine  so  correct  and  exact  a  standard  of  that  relation, 

>  [Intpod.  !  803.]  «  Part  11.  Sect.  4. 
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as  is  not  liable  to  the  least  error  or  variation.  The  same 
principle  makes  lis  easily  entertain  this  opinion  of  the  con- 
tinued existence  of  body.  Objects  have  a  certain  coherence 
even  as  they  appear  to  our  senses ;  but  this  coherence  is 
much  greater  and  more  uniform,  if  we  suppose  the  objects 
to  have  a  continued  existence ;  and  as  the  mind  is  once  in 
the  train  of  observing  an  uniformity  among  objects,  it 
naturally  continues,  till  it  renders  the  uniformity  as  com- 
pleat  as  possible.  The  simple  supposition  of  their  continu'd 
existence  suffices  for  this  pui*pose,  and  g^ves  us  a  notion  of  a 
much  greater  regularity  among  objects,  than  what  they  have 
when  we  look  no  farther  than  our  senses. 

But  whatever  force  we  may  ascribe  to  this  principle,  I  am 
afraid  'tis  too  weak  to  support  alone  so  vast  an  edifice,  as  is 
that  of  the  continu'd  existence  of  all  external  bodies ;  and 
that  we  must  join  the  constancy  of  their  appearance  to  the 
coherence^  in  order  to  give  a  satisfactory  account  of  that 
opinion.  As  the  explication  of  this  wiU  lead  me  into  a  con- 
siderable compass  of  very  profound  reasoning;  I  think  it 
proper,  in  order  to  avoid  confusion,  to  give  a  short  sketch  or 
abridgment  of  my  system,  and  afterwards  draw  out  all  its 
parts  in  their  full  compass.  This  inference  fi*om  the  con- 
stancy of  our  perceptions,  like  the  precedent  from  their  co- 
«herence,  gives  rise  to  the  opinion  of  the  continued  existence 
of  body,  which  is  prior  to  that  of  its  distinct  existence,  and 
produces  that  latter  principle. 

When  we  have  been  accustom'd  to  observe  a  constancy  in 
certain  impressions,  and  have  found,  that  the  perception  of 
the  sun  or  ocean,  for  instance,  returns  upon  us  after  an 
absence  or  annihilation  with  like  parts  and  in  a  like  order, 
as  at  its  first  appearance,  we  are  not  apt  to  regard  these 
interrupted  perceptions  as  different,  (which  they  really  are) 
but  on  the  contrary  consider  them  as  individually  the  same, 
upon  account  of  their  resemblance.  But  as  this  interruption 
of  their  existence  is  contrary  to  their  perfect  identity,  and 
makes  us  regard  the  first  impression  as  annihilated,  and 
the  second  as  newly  created,  we  find  ourselves  somewhat  at 
a  loss,  and  are  involved  in  a  kind  of  contradiction.  In  order 
to  free  ourselves  from  this  difficulty,  we  disguise,  as  much  as 
possible,  the  interruption,  or  rather  remove  it  entirely,  by 
supposing  that  these  interrupted  perceptions  are  connected 
by  a  real  existence,  of  which  we  are  insensible.     This  snp- 
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position,  or  idea  of  continued  existence,  acquires  a  force  and      SECT. 
viTacity  from  the  memory  of  these  broken  impressions,  and  .     ^'    . 
from  that  propensity,  which  they  give  us,  to  suppose  them  of  scep- 
the  same;  and  according  to  the  precedent  reasoning,  the  tidsmwidi 
very  essence  of  belief  consists  in  the  force  and  vivacity  of  ^aenses. 
-the  conception. 

In  order  to  justify  this  system,  there  are  four  things  requi- 
site. Firsty  To  explain  the  principium  individuationisy  or 
principle  of  identity.  Secondlyy  Give  a  reason,  why  the 
resemblance  of  our  broken  and  interrupted  perceptions  in- 
duces us  to  attribute  an  identity  to  them.  Thirdly,  Account 
for  that  propensity,  which  this  illusion  gives,  to  unite  these 
broken  appearances  by  a  continu'd  exis^nce.  Fourthly  and 
lastly,  Explain  that  force  and  vivacity  of  conception,  which 
arises  from  the  propensity.  / 

First,  As  to  the  principle  of  individuation  j  we  may  ob- 
serve, that  the  view  of  any  one  object  is  not  sufficient  to 
convey  the  idea  of  identity.  For  in  that  proposition,  an 
object  is  the  same  with  itself,  if  the  idea  express'd  by  the 
word,  objecty  were  no  ways  distinguished  from  that  meant  by 
itself  I  we  really  shou'd  mean  nothing,  nor  wou'd  the  propo- 
sition contain  a  predicate  and  a  subject,  which  however  are 
imply'd  in  this  affirmation.  One  single  object  conveys  the 
idea  of  unity,  not  that  of  identity. 

On  the  other  hand,  a  multiplicity  of  objects  can  never 
convey  this  idea,  however  resembling  they  may  be  supposed. 
The  mind  always  pronounces  the  one  not  to  bo  the  other, 
and  considers  them  as  forming  two,  three,  or  any  determinate 
number  of  objects,  whose  existences  are  entirely  distinct  and 
independent. 

Since  then  both  number  and  unity  are  incompatible  with 
the  relation  of  identity,  it  must  lie  in  something  that  is 
neither  of  them.  But  to  tell  the  truth,  at  first  sight  this 
seems  utterly  impossible.  Betwixt  unity  and  number  there 
can  be  no  medium ;  no  more  than  betwixt  existence  and  non- 
existence. After  one  object  is  supposed  to  exist,  we  must 
either  suppose  another  also  to  exist ;  in  which  case  we  have 
the  idea  of  number :  Or  we  must  suppose  it  not  to  exist ;  in 
which  case  the  first  object  remains  at  unity. 

To  remove  this  difficulty,  let  us  have  recourse  to  the  idea 
of  time  or  duration.     I  have  already  observ'd,'  that  time,  in 

>  Fart  II.  Sect.  5. 


^  ^^  * 


400 


A  TREATISE  OF  HUMAN  NATURE. 


Paiet  IV. 


PART 
IV. 

Of  the 
sceptical 
and  other  ■ 
EjelemB 
of  philo- 
BO^y. 


a  strict  sense,  implies  succession,  and  that  when  we  apply  its 
idea  to  any  unchangeable  object,  'tis  only  by  a  fiction  of  the 
imagination,  by  which  the  unchangeable  object  is   supposed 
to  participate  of  the  changes  of  the  co-existent  objects,  and 
in  particular  of  that  of  our  perceptions.     The  fiction  of  the 
imagination  almost  universally  takes  place ;  and  'tis  by  means 
of  it,  that  a  single  object,  placed  before  us,  and  survey 'd  for 
any  time  without  our  discovering  in  it  any  interruption  or 
variation,  is  able  to  give  us  a  notion  of  identity.     For  when 
we  consider  any  two  points  of  this  time,  we  may  place  them 
in  different  lights  :  We  may  either  survey  them  at  the  very 
same  instant ;  in  which  case  they  g^ve  us  the  idea  of  num- 
ber, both  by  themselves  and  by  the  object ;  which  mnst  be 
multiply'd,  in  order  to  be  conceiv'd  at  once,  as  existent  in 
these  two  different  points  of  time :  Or  on  the  other  hand, 
we  may  trace  the  succession  of  time  by  a  like  succession  of 
ideas,  and  conceiving  first  one  moment,  along  vdth  the  object 
then  existent,  imagine  afterwards  a  change  in  the  time  with- 
out any  variation  or  interruption  in  the  object ;  in  which  case 
it  gives  us  the  idea  of  unity.*     Here  then  is  an  idea,  which 
is  a  medium  betwixt  unity  and  number ;  or  more  properly 
speaking,  is  either  of  them,  according  to  the  view,  in  which 
we  take   it:  And  this  idea  we  call  that  of  identity.     We 
cannot,  in  any  propriety  of  speech,  say,  that  an  object  is  the 
same  with  itself,  unless  we  mean,  that  the  object  existent  at 
one  time  is  the  same  vdth  itself  existent  at  another.     By 
this  means  we  make  a  difference,  betwixt  the  idea  meant  by 
the  word,  objecty  and  that  meant  by  itself ,  without  going  the 
length  of  number,  and  at  the  same  time  without  restraining 
ourselves  to  a  strict  and  absolute  unity. 

Thus  the  principle  of  individuation  is  nothing  but  the 
invariableness  and  uninterrv/ptedneas  of  any  object,  thro'  a  sup- 
pos'd  variation  of  time,  by  which  the  mind  can  trace  it  in 
the  different  periods  of  its  existence,  without  any  break  of 
the  view,  and  without  being  obliged  to  form  the  idea  of  mul- 
tiplicity or  number.* 

I  now  proceed  to  explain  the  second  part  of  my  system, 
and  shew  why  the  constancy  of  our  perceptions  makes  us 
ascribe  to  them  a  perfect  numerical  identity,  tho'  there  be 
very  long  intervals  betwixt  their  appearance,  and  they  have 
only  one  of  the  essential  qualities  o{ identity yviz.invariablefness, 
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That  I  may  avoid  all  ambiguity  and  confusion  on  tlds  head,      SECT. 
I  shall  observe,  that  I  here  account  for  the  opinions  and  -  _    /    -- 
belief  of  the  vulgar  with  regard  to  the  existence  of  body ;  of  scep- 
and  therefore  must  entirely  conform  myself  to  their  manner  ticism  with 
of  thinking  and  of  expressing  themselves.    Now  we  have  S^Bemws. 
already  observed,  that  however  philosophers  may  distinguish 
betwixt  the  objects  and  perceptions  of  the  senses ;  which 
they  suppose  co-existent  and  resembling ;  yet  this  is  a  dis- 
tinction, which  is  not  comprehended  by  the  generality  of 
mankind,  who  as  they  perceive  only  one  being,  can  never 
assent  to  the  opinion  of  a  double  existence  and  representa- 
tion.    Those  very  sensations,  which  enter  by  the  eye  or  ear, 
are  with  them  the  true  objects,  nor  can  they  readily  conceive 
that  this  pen  or  paper,   wWch  is  immediately  perceiv'd, 
represents  another,  which  is  different  from,  but  resembling 
it.     In  order,  therefore,  to  accommodate  myself  to  their 
notions,  I  shall  at  first  suppose ;  that  there  is  only  a  single 
existence,  which  I  shall  call  indifferently  oh^eci  or  'percefpiion^ 
according  as  it  shall  seem  best  to  suit  my  purpose,  under^ 
standing  by  both  of  them  what  any  common  man  means  by 
a  hat,  or  shoe,  or  stone,  or  any  other  impression,  convey'd 
to  him  by  his  senses.^     I  shall  be  sure  to  give  warning, 
when  I  return  to  a  more  philosophical  way  of  speaking  and 
thinking. 

To  enter,'  therefore,  upon  the  question  concerning  the 
source  of  the  error  and  deception  with  regard  to  identity, 
when  we  attribute  it  to  our  resembling  perceptions,  not- 
withstanding their  interruption ;  I  must  here  recal  an  ob- 
servation, which  I  have  already  prov'd  and  explain'd.* 
.  Nothing  is  more  apt  to  make  us  mistake  one  idea  for  another, 
than  any  relation  betwixt  them,  which  associates  them  to- 
gether in  the  imagination,  and  makes  it  pass  with  facility 
from  one  to  the  other.  Of  all  relations,  that  of  resemblance 
is  in  this  respect  the  most  efficacious ;  and  that  because  it 
not  only  causes  an  association  of  ideas,  but  also  of  disposi- 
tions, and  makes  us  conceive  the  one  idea  by  an  act  or 
operation  of  the  mind,  similar  to  that  by  which  we  conceive 
the  other.  This  circumstance  I  have  observed  to  be  of  great 
moment ;  and  we  may  establish  it  for  a  general  rule,  that 
whatever  ideas  place  the  mind  in  the  same  disposition  or  in  ! 
similar  ones,  are  very  apt  to  be  confounded.     The  mind  ! 

>  [Introd.  §  304.]  «  Part  II.  Sect.  5. 
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readily  passeR  from  one  to  the  other,  and  perceives  not  the 
change  without  a  strict  attention,  of  which,  generaJlj  speak- 
ing, 'tis  wholly  incapable. 

In  order  to  apply  this  general  maxim,  we  must  first  ex- 
amine  the  disposition  of  the  mind  in  viewing  any  object 
which  preserves  a  perfect  identity,  and  then  find  some  other 
object,  that  is  confounded  with  it,  by  causing   a  similar 
disposition.     When  we  fix  our  thought  on  any  object,  and 
suppose  it  to  continue  the  same  for  some  time ;  'tis  evident 
we  suppose  the  change  to  lie  only  in  the  time,  and  never 
exert  ourselves  to  produce  any  new  image  or  idea  of  the 
object.     The  faculties  of  the  mind  repose  themselves  in  a 
manner,  and  take  no  more  exercise,  than  what  is  necessary 
to  continue  that  idea,  of  which  we  were  formerly  possest,  and 
which   subsists    without    variation    or   interruption.      The 
passage  from  one  moment  to  another  is  scarce   felt,  and 
distinguishes  not  itself  by  a  different  perception  or  idea, 
which  may  require  a  different  direction  of  the  spirits,  in 
order  to  its  conception. 

Now  what  other  objects,  beside  identical  ones,  are  capable 
of  placing  the  mind  in  the  same  disposition,  when  it  con- 
siders them,  and  of  causing  the  same  uninterrupted  passage 
of  the  imagination  from  one  idea  to  another?     This  question 
is  of  the  last  importance.      For  if  we  can  find  any  such 
objects,  we    may  certainly  conclude,  from  the  foregoing 
principle,   that  they  are   very  naturally  confounded   with 
identical  ones,   and  are  taken  for  them   in  most  of  our 
reasonings.     But  tho'  this  question  be  very  important,  'tis 
not  very  difficult  nor  doubtful.    For  I  immediately  reply,  that 
a  succession  of  related  objects  places  the  mind  in  this  dis- 
position, and  is  considered  with  the  same  smooth  and  un- 
interrupted progress  of  the  imagination,  as  attends  the  view 
of  the  same  invariable  object.     The  very  nature  and  essence 
of  relation  is  to  connect  our  ideas  with  each  other,  and  upon 
the  appearance  of  one,  to  facilitate  the  transition  to  its 
correlative.     The  passage  betwixt  related  ideas  is,  therefore, 
so  smooth  and  easy,  that  it  produces  little  alteration  on  tbe 
mind,  and  seems  like  the  continuation  of  the  same  action ; 
and  as  the  continuation  of  the  same  action  is  an  effect  of  the 
continu'd  view  of  the  same  object,  'tis  for  this  reason  we 
attribute  sameness  to  every  succession  of  related  objects. 
The  thought  slides  along  the  succession  vnth  equal  facility, 
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as  if  it  considered  only  one  object ;  and  therefore  confounds  '    SECT. 
the  succession  with  the  identity.  ^       ^^' 


We  shall  afterwards  see  many  instances  of  this  tendency  of  seep-     j. 
of  relation  to  make  us  ascribe  an  identity  to  different  objects;  ticigm  with 
but  shall  here  confine  ourselves  to  the  present  subject.    We  tho^enseu. 
find  by  experience,  that  there  is  such  a  constancy  in  almost 
all  the  impressions  of  the  senses,  that  their  interruption  pro- 
duces no  alteration  on  them,  and  hinders  them  not  from 
returning  the  same  in  appearance  and  in  situation  as  at 
their  first  existence.     I  survey  the  furniture  of  my  chamber; 
I  shut  my  eyes,  and  afberwards  open  them;  and  find  the 
new  perceptions  to  resemble  perfectly  those,  which  formerly 
struck  my  senses.'   This  resemblance  is  observ'd  in  a  thousand 
instances,  and  naturally  connects  together  our  ideas  of  these  , 
interrupted  perceptions  by  the  strongest  relation,  and  con- 
Teys  the  mind  with  an  easy  transition  from  one  to  another. 
An  easy  transition  or  passage  of  the  imagination,  along  the    ' 
ideas  of  these  different  and  interrupted  perceptions,  is  almost    ' 
the  same  disposition  of  mind  with  that  in  which  we  consider 
one  constant  and  uninterrupted  perception.     'Tis  therefore 
very  natural  for  us  to  mistake  the  one  for  the  other.* 

The  persons,  who  entertain  this  opinion  concerning  the  ' 
identity  of  our  resembling  perceptions,  are  in  general  all  the 
unthinking  and  unphilosophical  part  of  mankind,  (that  is, 
all  of  us,  at  one  time  or  other)  and  consequently  such  as  sup- 
pose their  perceptions  to  be  their  only  objects,  and  never 
think  of  a  double  existence  internal  and  external,  represent- 
ing and  represented.  The  very  image,  which  is  present  to 
the  senses,  is  with  us  the  real  body ;  and  'tis  to  these  inter- 
rupted images  we  ascribe  a  perfect  identity.'  But  as  the 
interruption  of  the  appearance  seems  contrary  to  the  identity, 
and  naturally  leads  us  to  regard  these  resembling  percep- 
tions as  different  from  each  other,  we  here  find  ourselves  at 


>  [Introd.  §  306.] 

^  This  reasoning,  it  must  be  confcst, 
is  somewhat  abstruse  and  difficult  to  be 
comprehended ;  but  it  is  remarkable, 
that  this  very  difficulty  may  be  con- 
verted into  a  proof  of  the  reasoning. 
We  may  observe,  that  there  are  two  re- 
lations, and  both  of  them  resemblances, 
which  contribute  to  our  mistaking  the 
snccession  of  our  interrupted  percep- 
tions for  an  identical  object.  The  first 
is,  the  resemblance  of  the  perceptions : 


The  second  is  the  resemblance,  which 
the  act  of  the  mind  in  surveying  a  suc- 
cession of  resembling  objects  honn  to 
that  in  surveying  an  identical  object. 
Now  these  resemblances  we  are  apt  to 
confound  with  each  other;  and  'tis  na- 
tural we  shou'd,  according  to  this  very 
reasoning.  But  let  us  keep  them  dis- 
tinct, and  we  shall  find  no  difficulty  in 
conceiving  tlie  precedent  argument. 
»  I  Introd.  §  806.] 
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a  loss  how  to  reconcile  sncli  opposite  opinions.  The  smooth 
passage  of  the  imagination  along  the  ideas  of  the  resembling 
perceptions  makes  us  ascribe  to  them  a  perfect  identity. 
The  interrupted  manner  of  their  appearance  inaJceB  us 
consider  them  as  so  many  resembling^  but  still  distinct 
beings,  which  appear  after  certain  intervals.  The  i>er- 
plexity  arising  from  this  contradiction  produces  apropension 
to  unite  these  broken  appearances  by  the  fiction  of  a  eon* 
tinu'd  existence,  which  is  the  third  part  of  that  hypothesis  I 
proposed  to  explain. 

Nothing  is  more  certain  fr^m  experience,  than  that  any 
contradiction  either  to  the  sentiments  or  passions  gives  a 
sensible  uneasiness,  whether  it  proceeds  from  without  or 
from  within;  from  the  opposition  of  external  objects,  or 
from  the  combat  of  internal  principles.     On  the  contrary, 
whatever  strikes    in  with    the  natural    propensities^    and 
either  externally  forwards  their  satis£eu$tion,  or  internally 
concurs  with  their  movements,  is  sure  to  give  a  sensible 
pleasure.    Now  there  being  here  an  opposition  betwixt  the 
notion  of  the  identity  of  resembling  perceptions,  and  the  in- 
terruption of  their  appearance,  the  mind  must  be  uneasy  in 
that  situation,  and  will  naturally  seek  relief  from  the  un- 
easiness*    Since  the  uneasiness  arises  from  the  opposition  of 
two  contrary  principles,  it  must  look  for  relief  by  sacrificing 
the  one  to  the  other.     But  as  the  smooth  passage  of  our 
thought  along  our  resembling  perceptions  makes  us  ascribe 
to  them  an  identity,  we  can  never  without  reluctance  yield 
up  that  opinion.      We  must,  therefore,  turn  to  the  other 
side,  and  suppose  that  our  perceptions  are  no  longer  inter- 
rupted, but  preserve  a  continu'd  as  well  as  an  invariable 
existence,  and  are  by  that  means  entirely  the  same.     But 
here  the  interruptions  in  the  appearance  of  these  percep- 
tions are  so  long  and  frequent,  that  'tis  impossible  to  over- 
look them;  and  as  the  appearance  of  a  perception  in  the 
mind  and  its  existence  seem  at  first  sight  entirely  the  same, 
it  may  be  doubted,  whether  we  can  ever  assent  to  so  palpable 
a  contradiction,  and  suppose  a  perception  to  exist  without 
being  present  to  the  mind.    In  order  to  clear  up  this  matter, 
and  learn  how  the  interruption  in  the  appearance  of  a  per- 
ception implies  not  necessarily  an  interruption  in  its  exist- 
ence, 'twill  be  proper  to  touch  upon  some  principles,  which 
we  shall  have  occasion  to  explain  more  folly  afterwards.^ 

>  Sect.  6. 
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We  may  begin  with  observing,  ihafc  the  difficulty  in  the      SECT, 
present  case  is  not  concerning  the  matter  of  fact,  or  whether 


the  mind  forms  such  a  conclusion  concerning  the  continu'd  Of  scep- 
existence  of  its  perceptions,  but  only  concerning  the  manner  J^^T!*^ 
in  which  the  conclusion  is  form'd,  and  principles  from  which  the  senBes* 
it  is  deriv'd.  'Tis  certain,  that  almost  all  mankind,  and 
even  philosophers  themselves,  for  the  greatest  part  of  their 
lives,  take  their  perceptions  to  be  their  only  objects,  and 
suppose,  that  the  very  being,  which  is  intimately  present  to 
the  mind,  is  the  real  body  or  material  existence.  ^Tis  also 
certain,  that  this  very  perception  or  object  is  supposed  to 
have  a  continued  uninterrupted  being,  and  neither  to  be 
annihilated  by  our  absence,  nor  to  be  brought  into  existence 
by  our  presence.  When  we  are  absent  frdm  it,  we  say  it 
still  exists,  but  that  we  do  not  feel,  we  do  not  see  it.  When 
we  are  present,  we  say  we  feel,  or  see  it.  Here  then  may  arise 
two  questions ;  First,  How  we  can  satisfy  ourselves  in  sup- 
posing a  perception  to  be  absent  from  the  mind  without 
being  annihilated.  Secondly,  After  what  manner  we  con- 
ceive an  object  to  become  present  to  the  mind,  without  some 
new  creation  of  a  perception  or  image ;  and  what  we  mean 
by  this  seeing,  3,nd  feeling,  bjiA  perceiving. 

As  to  the  first  question ;  we  may  observe,  that  what  we  > 
call  a  mind,  is  nothing  but  a  heap  or  collection  of  different 
perceptions,  united  together  by  certain  relations,  and  sup- 
posed, tho'  falsely,  to  be  endow'd  with  a  perfect  simplicity 
and  identity.  Now  as  every  perception  is  distinguishable 
from  another,  and  may  be  consider'd  as  separately  existent ; 
it  evidently  follows,  that  there  is  no  absurdity  in  separating 
any  particular  perception  from  the  mind;  that  is,  in 
breaking  off  all  its  relations,  with  that  connected  mass  of 
perceptions,  which  constitute  a  thinking  being.' 

The  same  reasoning  affords  us  an  answer  to  the  second 
question.  If  the  name  of  perception  reniera  not  this  separa- 
tion from  a  mind  absurd  and  contradictory,  the  name  of 
object,  standing  for  the  very  same  thing,  can  never  render 
their  conjunction  impossible.  External  objects  are  seen,  and 
felt,  and  become  present  to  the  mind ;  that  is,  they  acquire 
such  a  relation  to  a  connected  heap  of  perceptions,  as  to  in- 
fluence them  very  considerably  in  augmenting  their  number 
by  present  reflections  and  passions,  and  in  storing  the  memory 

>  [Introd.  §  806.1 
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^y^'    ,  may,  therefore,  be  sometimes  present  to  the  mind^  and  some- 

Of  the         times  absent  from  it,  without  any  real  or  essential  cliange  in 

sceptical      the  Being  itself.     An  interrupted  appearance  to  the  senses 

syBtoma^'  f  iDfiplies  not  necessarily  an  interruption  in  the  existence.  The 

of  philo-   I  supposition  of  the  continued  existence  of  sensible  objects  or 

"^  I  perceptions  involves  no  contradiction.     We  may  easily  in- 

1  dulge  our  inclination  to  that  supposition.     When  the  exact 

resemblance  of  our  perceptions  makes  us  ascribe  to  them  an 

identity,  we  may  remove  the  seeming  interruption  by  feigning 

a  continu'd  being,  which  may  fill  those  intervals,  and  preserve 

a  perfect  and  entire  identity  to  our  perceptions. 

But  as  we  here  not  only  feign  but  believe  this  continued 
existence,  the  question  is,  from  whence  arises  such  a  belief; 
and  this  question  leads  us  to  the  fourth  member  of  this 
system.    It  has  been  proved  already,  that  belief  in  general 
consists  in  nothing,  but  the  vivacity  of  an  idea ;  and  that  an 
idea  may  acquire  this  vivacity  by  its  relation  to  some  present 
impression.     Impressions  are  naturally  the  most  vivid  j>er- 
ceptions  of  the  mind ;  and  this  quality  is  in  part  convey'd  by 
the  relation  to  every  connected  idea.     The  relation  causes  a 
smooth  passage  from  the  impression  to  the  idea,  and  even 
gives  a  propensity  to  that  passage.     The  mind  falls  so  easily 
from  the  one  perception  to  the  other,  that  it  scarce  perceives 
the  change,  but  retains  in  the  second  a  considerable  share  of 
the  vivacity  of  the  first.     It  is  excited  by  the  lively  impres- 
sion ;  and  this  vivacity  is  convey'd  to  the  related  idea,  with- 
out any  great  diminution  in  the  passage,  by  reason  of  the 
smooth  transition  and  the  propensity  of  the  imagination. 

But  suppose,  that  this  propensity  arises  from  some  other 
principle,  besides  that  of  relation  ;  'tis  evident  it  must  still 
have  the  same  eflFect,  and  convey  the  vivacity  from  the  im- 
pression to  the  idea.  Now  this  is  exactly  the  present  case. 
Our  memory  presents  us  with  a  vast  number  of  instances  of 
perceptions  perfectly  resembling  each  other,  that  return  at 
different  distances  of  time,  and  after  considerable  interrup- 
tions. This  resemblance  gives  us  a  propension  to  consider 
these  interrupted  perceptions  as  the  same ;  and  also  a  pro- 
pension  to  connect  them  by  a  continued  existence,  in  order 
to  justify  this  identity,  and  avoid  the  contradiction,  in  which 
the  interrupted  appearance  of  these  perceptions  seems  neces- 
sarily to  involve  us.    Here  then  we  have  a  propensity  to 
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feign  the  continu'd  existence  of  aJl  sensible  objects ;  and  as    ^  SECT, 
this  propensity  arises  from  some  lively  impressions  of  the  .        *  _. 
memory,  it  bestows  a  vivacity  on  that  fiction;  or  in  other  ofsoep- 
words,  makes  ns  believe  the  continu'd  existence  of  body.*    If  ticism  with 
sometimes  we  ascribe  a  continued  existence  to  objects,  which  the  Miues. 
are  perfectly  new  to  us,  and  of  whose  constancy  and  cohe- 
I'ence  we  have  no  experience,  'tis  because  the  manner,  in 
which  they  present  themselves  to  our  senses,  resembles  that 
of  constant  and  coherent  objects ;  and  this  resemblance  is  a 
source  of  reasoning  and  analogy,  and  leads  us  to  attribute 
the  same  qualities  to  similar  objects. 

I  believe  an  intelligent  reader  will  find  less  difficulty  to 
assent  to  this  system,  than  to  comprehend  it  fully  and  dis- 
tinctly, and  will  allow,  afber  a  little  reflection,  that  every 
part  carries  its  own  proof  along  with  it.  'Tis  indeed  evident, 
that  as  the  vulgar  sti^ose  their  perceptions  to  be  their  only 
objects,  and  at  the  same  time  believe  the  continu'd  existence 
of  matter,  we  must  account  for  the  origin  of  the  belief  upon 
that  supposition.  Now  upon  that  supposition,  'tis  a  false 
opinion  that  any  of  our  objects,  or  perceptions,  are  identi- 
cally the  same  after  an  interruption ;  and  consequently  the  ^ 
opinion  of  their  identity  can  never  arise  from  reason,  but 
must  arise  from  the  imagination.  The  imagination  is  se- 
duc'd  into  such  an  opinion  only  by  means  of  the  resemblance 
of  certain  perceptions ;  since  we  find  they  are  only  our  re- 
sembling perceptions,  which  we  have  a  propension  to  suppose 
the  same.  This  propension  to  bestow  an  identity  on  our 
resembling  perceptions,  produces  the  fiction  of  a  continu'd 
existence ;  since  that  fiction,  as  well  as  the  identity,  is  really 
false,  as  is  acknowledg'd  by  all  philosophers,  and  has  no 
other  effect  than  to  remedy  the  interruption  of  our  percep- 
tions, which  is  the  only  circumstance  that  is  contrary  to 
their  identity.  In  the  last  place  this  propension  causes 
belief  by  means  of  the  present  impressions  of  the  memory ; 
since  without  the  remembrance  of  former  sensations,  'tis 
plain  we  never  shou'd  have  any  belief  of  the  continu'd  exist- 
ence of  body.  Thus  in  examining  all  these  parts,  we  find 
that  each  of  them  is  supported  by  the  strongest  proofs; 
and  that  all  of  them  together  form  a  consistent  system, 
which  is  perfectly  convincing.  A  strong  propensity  or  incli- 
nation alone,  witiiout  any  present  impression,  will  sometimes 

>  [Introd.  S  310.] 
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PART     cause  a  belief  or  opinion.    How  much  more  when  aided  by      i 
.     ^y*  ^  that  circumstance  ?  \ 

Of  the  B^^  ^^'  ^^  ^^'^  1^  after  this  manner,  by  the  natural 

•^p^caI      propensily  of  the  imagination,  to  ascribe  a  continued  ex- 
jL^e^^    istence  to  those  sensible  objects  or  perceptions,  whidi  we      I 
of  p^o-      find  to  resemble  each  other  in  their  interrupted  appearance; 
^P  y*        yet  a  very  little  reflection  and  philosophy  is  sufficient  to  make      | 
US  perceive  the  ftllacy  of  that  opinion.     I  have  already  ob-      : 
serv'd,  that  there  is  an  intimate  connexion  betwixt  those      ' 
two  principles,  of  a  eontitm^d  and  of  a  distinct  or  independe»i      I 
existence,  and  that  we  no  sooner  establish  the  one  than  the 
other  follows,  as  a  necessary  consequence.     'Tis  the  opinion 
of  a  continu'd  existence,  which  first  takes  place,  and  without 
much  study  or  reflection  draws  the  other  along  with  it, 
wherever  the  mind  follows  its  first  and  most  natural  ten-      ! 
dency.    But  when  we  compare  experiments,  and  reason  a      I 
little  upon  them,  we  quickly  perceive,  that  the  doctrine  of  the 
independent  existence  of  our  sensible  perceptions  is  contraiy 
to  the  plainest  experience.    This  leads  us  backward  upon  our 
footsteps  to  perceive  our  error  in  attributing  a  contina'd 
existence  to  our  perceptions,  and  is  the  origin  of  many  very 
curious  opinions,  which  we  shall  here  endeavour  to  account 
for. 

'Twill  first  be  proper  to  observe  a  few  of  those  experiments, 
which  convince  us,  that  our  perceptions  are  not  possest  of 
any  independent  existence.  When  we  press  one  eye  with  a 
finger,  we  immediately  perceive  all  the  objects  to  become 
double,  and  one  half  of  them  to  be  remov'd  from  their 
common  and  natural  position.  But  as  we  do  not  attribute  a 
continu'd  existence  to  both  these  perceptions,  and  as  they 
are  both  of  the  same  nature,  we  clearly  perceive,  that  all  oar 
perceptions  are  dependent  on  our  organs,  and  the  disposition 
of  our  nerves  and  animal  spirits.  This  opinion  is  confirm'd 
by  the  seeming  encrease  and  diminution  of  objects,  according 
to  their  distance ;  by  the  apparent  alterations  in  their  figure ; 
by  the  changes  in  their  colour  and  other  qualities  from  ova^ 
sickness  and  distempers  ;  and  by  an  infinite  number  of  other 
experiments  of  the  same  kind;  from  all  which  we  learn,  that 
our  sensible  perceptions  are  not  possest  of  any  distinct  or 
independent  existence. 

The  natural  consequence  of  this  reasoning  shou'd  be,  that 
our  perceptions  have  no  more  a  continu'd  than  an  inde- 
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pendent  existence ;  and  indeed  plulosopliers  have  so  far  run      SECT, 
into  this  opinion,  that  thej  change  their  system,  and  distin-        ^* 


gnish,  (as  we  shall  do  for  the  fiitore)  betwixt  perceptions/ of  seep- 
and  objects^  of  which  the  former  are  snppos'd  to  be  inter-  ^os^  with 
rupted,  and  perishing,  and  diflFerent  at  every  diflferent  return  ;\SS^ii^. 
the  latter  to  be  uninterrupted,  and  to  preserve  a  continued    ■  . 
existence  and  identity.     But  however  philosophical  this  new  ] 
system  may  be  esteem'd,  I  assert  that  'tis  only  a  palliative 
remedy,  and  that  it  contains  all  the  difGlculties  of  the  vulgar 
system,  with  some  others,  that  are  peculiar  to  itself.    There 
are  no  principles  either  of  the  understanding  or  fancy,  which 
lead  us  directly  to  embrace  this  opinion  of  the  double  exist- 
ence of  perceptions  and  objects,  nor  can  we  arrive  at  it  but 
by  passing  thro'  the  common  hjrpothesis  of  the  identity  and 
continuance  of  our  interrupted  perceptions.    Were  we  not 
first  perswaded,  that  our  perceptions  are  our  only  objects, 
and  continue  to  exist  even  when  they  no  longer  make  their 
appearance  to  the  senses,  we  shou'd  never  be  led  to  think, 
that  our  perceptions  and  objects  are  different,  and  that  our 
objects  alone  preserve  a  continu'd  existence.     'The  latter 
hypothesis  has  no  primary  recommendation  either  to  reason 
or  the  imagination,  but  acquires  all  its  influence  on  the 
imagination   from  the  former.'    This  proposition  contains 
two  parts,  which  we  shall  endeavour  to  prove  as  distinctly 
and  clearly,  as  such  abstruse  subjects  wiU  permit. 

As  to  the  first  part  of  the  proposition,  that  this  phUoso- 
phicai  hypothesis  has  no  prinuiry  recommendation,  either  to 
reason  or  the  imagination,  we  may  soon  satisfy  ourselves  with 
regard  to  reason  by  the  following  reflections.      The  only 
existences,  of  which  we  are  certain,  are  perceptions,  which 
being  immediately  present  to  us  by  consciousness,  command 
our  strongest  assent^  and  are  the  first  foundation  of  all  our   ; 
conclusions.     The  only  conclusion  we  can  draw  from  the 
existence  of  one  thing  to  that  of  another,  is  by  means  of  I 
the  relation  of  cause  and  effect,  which  shews,  that  there  is  a  / 
connexion  betwixt  them,  and  that  the  existence  of  one  is  ' 
dependent  on  that  of  the  other.    The  idea  of  this  relation 
is  deriv'd  from  past  experience,  by  which  we  find,  that  two 
beings  are  constantly  conjoin'd  together,  and  are  always 
present  at  once  to  the  mind.    But  as  no  beings  are  ever 
present  to  the  mind  but  perceptions ;  it  follows  that  we  may 
observe  a  conjunction  or  a  relation  of  cause  and  effect  be- 

KK  2 


oOO 


A  TREATISE  OP  HUMAN  NATURE. 


Pake  IV. 


Of  the 
Bc<*ptical 
11  nd  other 
FyHtems 
of  nhilo- 
sophj. 


tween  different  perceptions,  but  can  never  observe  it  betweeu 
perceptions  and  objects.  'Tis  impossible,  therefore,  that 
from  the  existence  or  any  of  the  qualities  of  the  former,  we 
can  ever  form  any  conclusion  concerning  the  existence  of  the 
latter,  or  ever  satisfy  our  reason  in  this  particular. 

'Tis  no  less  certain,  that  this  philosophical  system  has  no 
primary  recommendation  to  the  imaginaiiony  and  that  that 
faculty  wou*d  never,  of  itself,  and  by  its  original  tendency, 
have  faUen  upon  such  a  principle.      I  confess  it  will  be 
somewhat  difficult  to  prove  this  to  the  fiiU  satis&ction  of 
the  reader;  because  it  implies  a  negative,  which  in  many 
cases  will  not  admit  of  any  positive  proof.    If  any  one  wouM 
take  the  pains  to  examine  this  question,  and  wou'd  invent  a 
system,  to  account  for  the  direct  origin  of  this  opinion  firom 
the  imagination,  we  shou'd  be  able,  by  the  examination  of 
that  system,  to  pronounce  a  certain  judgment  in  the  present 
subject.     Let  it  be  taken  for  granted,  that  our  perceptions 
are  broken,  and  interrupted,  and  however  like,   are   still 
different  from  each  other ;  and  let  any  one  upon  this  sup- 
position shew  why  the  fancy,  directly  and  immediately,  pro- 
ceeds to  the  belief  of  another  existence,  redembling  these 
perceptions  in  their  nature,  but  yet  continued,  and  uninter- 
rupted, and  identical ;   and  after  he  has  done  this  to  my 
satisfaction,   I  promise  to  renounce  my  present  opinion. 
Mean  while   I  cannot  forbear  concluding,  from  the  very 
abstractedness  and  difficulty  of  the  first  supposition,  that  'tis 
an  improper  subject  for  the  fancy  to  work  upon.    Whoever 
wou'd  explain  the  origin  of  the  common  opinion  concerning 
the  continu'd  and  distinct  existence  of  body,  must  take  the 
mind  in  its  common  situation,  and  must  proceed  upon  the 
supposition,  that  our  perceptions  are  our  only  objects,  and 
continue  to  exist  even  when  they  are  not  perceiv'd.     Tho' 
this  opinion  be  false,  'tis  the  most  natural  of  any,  and  has 
alone  any  primary  recommendation  to  the  fancy. 

As  to  the  second  part  of  the  proposition,  that  the  philo- 
sophical system  acquires  all  its  influence  on  the  imagination 
from  the  vulgar  one ;  we  may  observe,  that  this  is  a  natm*al 
and  unavoidable  consequence  of  the  foregoing  conclusion, 
that  it  has  no  primary  recommendation  to  reason  or  the 
imagination,^  For  as  the  philosophical  system  is  found  by 
experience  to  take  hold  of  many  minds,  and  in  particular  of 
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all  those,  who  reflect  ever  so  little  on  this  subject,  it  must     sect. 
derive  all  its  authority  from  the  vulgar  system ;  since  it  has 


Bo  original  authority  of  its  own.     The  manner,  in  which  or  scop- 
these  two  systems,  tho'  directly  contrary,  are  connected  to-  ticwn\^'JtJi 
gether,  may  be  explain'd,  as  follows.  tho  sem$c«. 

The  imagination  naturally  runs  on  in  this  train  of  thinking. 
Our  perceptions  are  our  only  objects:  Besembling  percep- 
tions are  the  same,  however  broken  or  uninterrupted  in  their 
appearance  :  This  appearing  interruption  is  contrary  to  the 
identity :  The  interruption  consequently  extends  not  beyond 
the  appearance,  and  the  perception  or  object  really  continues 
to  exist,  even  when  absent  from  us :  Our  sensible  perceptions 
have,  therefore,  a  continu'd  and  uninterrupted  existence. 
But  as  a  little  reflection  destroys  this  conclusion,  that  our 
perceptions  have  a  continu'd  existence,  by  shewing  that  they 
have  a  dependent  one,  'twou'd  naturally  be  expected,  that 
we  must  altogether  reject  the  opinion,  that  there  is  such  a 
thing  in  nature  as  a  continu'd  existence,  which  is  preserved 
even  when  it  no  longer  appears  to  the  senses.  The  case, 
however,  is  otherwise.  Philosophers  are  so  far  from  rejecting 
the  opinion  of  a  continu'd  existence  upon  rejecting  that  of 
the  independence  and  continuance  of  our  sensible  percep- 
tions, that  tho'  all  sects  agree  in  the  latter  sentiment,  the 
former,  which  is,  in  a  manner,  its  necessary  consequence, 
has  been  peculiar  to  a  few  extravagant  sceptics ;  who  after 
all  maintain'd  that  opinion  in  words  only,  and  were  never 
able  to  bring  themselves  sincerely  to  believe  it. 

There  is  a  great  difference  betwixt  such  opinions  as  we 
form  afber  a  calm  and  profound  reflection,  and  such  as  we 
embrace  by  a  kind  of  instinct  or  natural  impulse,  on  accoimt 
of  their  suitableness  and  conformity  to  the  mind.  K  these 
opinions  become  contrary,  'tis  not  difficult  to  foresee  which 
of  them  will  have  the  advantage.  As  long  as  our  attention 
is  bent  upon  the  subject,  the  philosophical  and  study'd  prin- 
ciple may  prevail ;  but  the  moment  we  relax  our  thoughts, 
nature  will  display  herself,  and  draw  us  back  to  our  former 
opinion.  Kay  she  has  sometimes  such  an  influence,  that  she 
can  stop  our  progress,  even  in  the  midst  of  our  most  profound 
reflections,  and  keep  us  from  running  on  with  all  the  con- 
sequences of  any  philosophical  opinion.  Thus  tho'  we 
clearly  perceive  the  dependence  and  interruption  of  our 
perceptions,  we  stop  short  in  our  career,  and  never  upon  that 
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account  reject  the  notion  of  an  independent  and  continn'd 
existence.  That  opinion  has  taken  such  deep  root  in  the 
imagination,  that  'tis  impossible  oyer  to  eradicate  it,  nor  will 
any  strain'd  metaphysical  conviction  of  the  dependence  of 
our  perceptions  be  sufficient  for  that  purpose. 

But  tho'  our  natural  and  obvious  principles  here  prevail 
above  our  studj'd  reflections,  'tis  certain  there  must  be  some 
struggle  and  opposition  in  the  case ;  at  least  so  long  as  these 
reflections  retain  any  force  or  vivacity.  '  In  order  to  set 
ourselves  at  ease  in  ijiis  particular,  we  contrive  a  new  hypo- 
thesis, which  seems  to  comprehend  both  these  principles  of 
reason  and  imagination.    This  hypothesis  is  the  philosophical 
one  of  the  double  existence  of  perceptions  and  objects ;  which 
pleases  our  reason,  in  allowing,  that  our  dependent  percep- 
tions are  interrupted  and  different ;  and  at  the  same  time  is 
agreeable  to  the  imagination,  in  attributing  a  continued  ex- 
istence to  something    else,   which  we  call  objects.      This 
philosophical  system,  therefore,  is  the  monstrous  offspring  of 
two  principles,  which  are  contrary  to  each  other,  which  are 
both  at  once  embrac'd  by  the  mind,  and  which  are  unable 
mutually  to  destroy  each  other.     The  imagination  tells  us, 
that  our  resembling  perceptions  have  a  continu'd  and  un- 
interrupted  existence,  and   are   not   annihilated  by  their 
absence.      Eeflection  tells   us,   that  even  our  resembling 
perceptions  are  interrupted  in  their  existence,  and  different 
from  each  other.     The  contradiction  betwixt  these  opinions 
we  elude  by  a  new  fiction,  which  is  conformable  to  the 
hypotheses  both  of  reflection  and  fancy,  by  ascribing  these 
contrary  qualities  to  different  existences ;  tiie  mterruptian  to 
perceptions,  and  the  contirmance  to  objects.'     Nature  is  ob- 
stinate, and  will  not  quit  the  field,  however  strongly  attacked 
by  reason ;  and  at  the  same  time  reason  is  so  clear  in  the 
point,  that  there  is  no  possibility  of  disguising  her.     Not 
being  able  to  reconcile  these  two  enemies,  we  endeavour  to 
set  ourselves  at  ease  as  much  as  possible,  by  successively 
granting  to  each  what  it  demands,  and  by  feigning  a  double 
existence,  where  each  may  find  something,  that  has  all  the 
conditions  it  desires.     Were  we  fully  convinc'd,  that  our 
resembling  perceptions  are  continu'd,  and  identical,  and  in- 
dependent, we  shou'd  never  run  into  this  opinion  of  a  double 
existence ;  since  we  shou'd  find  satisfaction  in  our  first  sup- 
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position,  and  won'd  not  look  beyond.    Again,  were  we  fully      SECT, 
convinced,  that  our  perceptions  are  dependent,  and  inter-        ^' 


mpted,  and  different,  we  shon'd  be  as  little  inclined   to  ofscep- 
embrace  the  opinion  of  a  double  existence ;  since  in  that  case  ticiBm  with 
we  shou'd  clearly  perceive  the  error  of  our  first  supposition  Sfwn^. 
of  a  continued  existence,  and  wou'd  never  regard  it  any 
farther.     'Tis  therefore  from  the  intermediate  sitoation  of 
tihie  mind,  that  this  opinion  arises,  and  from  such  an  ad- 
herence to  these  two  contrary  principles,  as  makes  us  seek 
some  pretext  to  justify  our  receiving  both ;  which  happily 
at  last  is  found  in  the  system  of  a  double  existence. 

Another  advantage  of  this  philosophical  system  is  its 
similarity  to  the  vulgar  one;  by  which  means  we  can 
humour  our  reason  for  a  moment,  when  it  becomes  trouble- 
some and  soUicitous;  and  yet  upon  its  least  negligence  or 
inattention,  can  easily  return  to  our  vulgar  and  natural 
notions.  Accordingly  we  find,  that  philosophers  neglect  not 
this  advantage ;  but  immediately  upon  leaving  their  closets, 
mingle  with  the  rest  of  mankind  in  those  exploded  opinions, 
that  our  perceptions  are  our  only  objects,  and  continue  iden- 
tically and  uninterruptedly  the  same  in  all  their  interrupted 
appearances. 

There  are  other  particulars  of  this  system,  wherein  we 
may  remark  its  dependence  on  tihie  fancy,  in  a  very  conspi* 
cuous  manner.  Of  these,  I  shall  observe  the  two  following. 
First,  We  suppose  external  objects  to  resemble  internal  per- 
ceptions. I  have  already  shewn,  that  the  relation  of  cause 
and  effect  can  never  afford  us  any  just  conclusion  from  the 
existence  or  qualities  of  our  perceptions  to  the  existence  of 
external  continu'd  objects:  And  I  shall  fieuiiher  add,  that 
even  tho'  they  cou'd  afford  such  a  conclusion,  we  shou'd 
never  have  any  reason  to  infer,  that  our  objects  resemble 
our  perceptions.  That  opinion,  therefore,  is  deriv'd  from 
nothing  but  the  quality  of  the  fancy  above-explain'd,  that  it 
borrows  all  its  ideas  from  some  precedent  perception.  We 
never  can  conceive  any  thing  but  perceptions,  and  therefore 
must  make  every  thing  resemble  them. 

Secondly,  As  we  suppose  our  objects  in  general  to  resemble 
our  perceptions,  so  we  take  it  for  granted,  that  every  parti- 
cular' object  resembles  that  perception,  which  it  causes. 
The  relation  of  cause  and  effect  determines  us  to  join  the 
other  of  resemblance ;  and  the  ideas  of  these  existences  being 
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already  united  together  in  the  fancy  by  the  former  relation, 
we  naturally  add  the  latter  to  compleat  the  union.  We 
have  a  strong  propensity  to  compleat  every  union  by  joining 
new  relations  to  those  which  we  have  before  observed  betwixt 
any  ideas,  as  we  shall  have  occasion  to  observe  presently.^ 

Having  thus  given  an  account  of  all  the  systems  both 
popular  and  philosophical,  with  regard  to  external  existences, 
I  cannot  forbear  giving  vent  to  a  certain  sentiment,  which 
arises  upon  reviewmg  those  systems.    I  begun  this  subject 
with  premising,  that  we  ought  to  have  an  implicit  faith,  in 
our  senses,  and  that  this  wou'd  be  the  conclusion,  I  shon'd 
draw  from  the  whole  of  my  reasoning.    But  to  be  ingenuous, 
I  feel  myself  at  present  of  a  quite  contrary  sentiment,  and  am 
more  inclined  to  repose  no  faith  at  all  in  my  senses,  or  rather 
imagination,  than  to  place  in  it  such  an  implicit  confidence. 
I  cannot  conceive  how  such  trivial  qualities  of  the  &ncy,  con- 
ducted by  such  false  suppositions,  can  ever  lead  to  any  solid 
and  rational  system.     They  are  the  coherence  and  constancy 
of  our  perceptions,  which  produce  the  opinion  of  their  con- 
tinued existence ;  tho'  these  qualities  of  perceptions  have  no 
perceivable  connexion  with  such  an  existence.     The  con- 
stancy of  our  perceptions  has  the  most  considerable  effect, 
and  yet  is  attended  with  the  greatest  dij£culties.     'Tis  a 
gross  illusion  to  suppose,  that  our  resembling  perceptions  are 
numerically  the  same ;  and  'tis  this  illusion,  which  leads  ns 
into  the  opinion,  that  these  perceptions  are  uninterrupted, 
and  are  still  existent,  even  when  they  are  not  present  to  the 
senses.    This  is  the  case  with  our  popular  system.    And  as 
to  our  philosophical  one,  'tis  liable  to  the  same  difiSculties ; 
and  is  over-and-above  loaded  with  this  absurdity,  that  it  at 
once  denies  and  establishes  the  vulgar  supposition.     Philo- 
sophers deny  our  resembling  perceptions  to  be  identically  the 
same,  and  uninterrupted ;  and  yet  have  so  great  a  propen- 
sity to  believe  them  such,  that  tiiey  arbitrarily  invent  a  new 
set  of  perceptions,  to  which  they  attribute  titiese  qualities. 
I  say,  a  new  set  of  perceptions :  For  we  may  well  suppose  in 
general,  but  'tis  impossible  for  us  distinctly  to  conceive, 
objects  to  be  in  their  nature  any  thing  but  exactly  the  same 
with  perceptions.     What  then  can  we  look  for  from  this 
confusion  of  gromidless  and  extraordinary  opinions  but  error 
and  falshood?    And  how  can  we  justify  to  ourselves  any 
belief  we  repose  in  them  ? 
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This  sceptical  doubt,  both  with  respect  to  reason  and  the      SECT, 
senses,  is  a^^mala^,  which  can  never  be  radically  cnr*d,  but  s^ 


must  return  upon  us  every  moment,  however  we  may  chace  of  seep- 
it  away,  and  sometimes  may  seem  entirely  free  from  it.   *Tis  *ic>»n\  ^th 
impossible  upon  any  system  to  defend  either  our  under-  the  senses. 
standing  or  senses ;  and  we  but  expose  them  farther  when 
we  endeavour  to  justify  them  in  that  manner.     As  the  ) 
sceptical  doubt  arises  naturally  from  a  profound  and  intense 
reflection  on  those  subjects,  it  always  encreases,  the  farther 
we  carry  our  reflections,  whether  in  opposition  or  conformity         / 
to  it.     Carelessness  and  ia-attention  alone  can  afford  us  any 
remedy.     For  this  reason  I  rely  entirely  upon  them ;  and 
take  it  for  granted,  whatever  may  be  the  reader^s  opinion  at 
this  present  moment,  that  an  hour  hence  he  will  be  per- 
suaded there  is  both  an  external  and  internal  world ;  and 
going  upon  that  supposition,  I  intend  to  examine  some 
general  systems  both  ancient  and  modem,  which  have  been 
propos'd  of  both,  before  I  proceed  to  a  more  particular 
enquiry  concerning  our  impressions.     This  will  not,  perhaps, 
in  the  end  be  found  foreign  to  our  present  purpose. 

Seot.  III. — Of  the  Antient  Philosophy. 

Several  moralists  have  recommended  it  as  an  excellent 
method  of  becoming  acquainted  with  our  own  hearts,  and 
knowing  our  progress  in  virtue,  to  recollect  our  dreams  in  a 
morning,  and  examine  them  with  the  same  rigour,  that  we 
wou'd  our  most  serious  and  most  deliberate  actions.  Our 
character  is  the  same  throughout,  say  they,  and  appears  best 
where  artifice,  fear,  and  policy  have  no  place,  and  men  can 
neither  be  hypocrites  with  themselves  nor  others. '  The 
generosity,  or  baseness  of  our  temper,  our  meekness  or 
cruelty,  our  courage  or  pusilanimity,  influence  the  fictions  of 
the  imagination  with  the  most  unbounded  liberty,  and  dis- 
cover themselves  in  the  most  glaring  colours.  In  like  manner, 
I  am  persuaded,  there  might  be  several  useful  discoveries 
made  from  a  criticism  of  the  fictions  of  the  antient  philosophy, 
concerning  suhstancesy  and  substamiial  formi^  and  acddenUy 
and  occult  qv^alities ;  which,  however  unreasonable  and  capri- 
cious, have  a  very  intimate  connexion  with  the  principles  of 
human  nature. 

'Tis  confest  by  the  most  judicious  philosopher,  that  our    1 
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PART  I  ideas  of  bodies  are  nothing  bnt  collections  form'd  by  the 
^'       mind  of  the  ideas  of  the  several  distinct  sensible  qualities. 


Of  the        of  which  objects  are  composed,  and  which  we  find  to  have  a 

Mn>ti^      constant  nnion  with  each  otihier.     But  howcTer  these  qnali- 

0ygtems       ties  may  in  themselves  be  entirely  distinct,  'tis  certain  we 

of  rihilo-  '  commoidy  regard  the  compound,  which  they  form,  as  One 

"^^  ^'        thing,  and  as  continuing  the  Same  under  very  considerable 

alterations.      The  acknowledged  composition   is    evidently 

contrary  to  this  supposed  iimplicity,  and  the  variation  to  the 

iderUily.    It  may,  ilierefore,  be  worth  while  to  consider  the 

causes,  which  make  us  almost  universally  fall  into  such 

evident  contradictions,  as  well  as  the  means  by  which  we 

endeavour  to  conceal  them. 

'Tis  evident,  that  as  the  ideas  of  the  several  distinct 
siLccessive  qualities  of  objects  are  tmited  together  by  a  very 
close  relation,  the  mind,  in  looking  along  the  succession^ 
must  be  carry'd  from  one  part  of  it  to  another  by  an  easy 
transition,  and  wiU  no  moie  perceive  the  change,  than  if  it 
contemplated  the  same  unchangeable  object.  This  easy 
transition  is  the  effect,  or  rather  essence  of  relation ;  ^  and  as 
the  imagination  readily  takes  one  idea  for  another,  where 
their  influence  on  the  mind  is  similar ;  hence  it  proceeds, 
that  any  such  succession  of  related  qualities  is  readily  con- 
sidered as  one  continu'd  object,  existing  without  any 
variation.  The  smooth  and  uninterrupted  progress  of  the 
thought,  being  alike  in  both  cases,  readily  deceives  the 
mind,  and  makes  us  ascribe  an  identity  to  the  changeable 
succession  of  connected  qualities. 

But  when  we  alter  our  method  of  considering  the  succes- 
sion, and  instead  of  traceing  it  gradually  thro'  the  successive 
points  of  time,  survey  at  once  any  two  distinct  periods  of  its 
duration,  and  compare  the  different  conditions  of  the  succes- 
sive qualities ;  in  that  case  the  variations,  which  were  insen- 
sible when  they  arose  gradually,  do  now  appear  of  conse- 
quence, and  seem  entirely  to  destroy  the  identity.^  By  this 
means  there  arises  a  kind  of  contrariety  in  our  method  of 
thinking,  from  the  different  points  of  view,  in  which  we 
survey  the  object,  and  frt)m  the  nearness  or  remoteness  of 
those  instants  of  time,  which  we  compare  together.  When 
we  gradually  follow  an  object  in  its  successive  changes,  the 
smooth  progress  of  the  thought  makes  us  ascribe  an  identify 

■  [t.0.  *  Natural   relation.    See  Introd.  §(  818  and  346.]      *  [Cf.  page  490.] 
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to  the  succession ;  because  'tis  by  a  similar  act  of  the  mind     SECT. 
we  consider  an  unchangeable  object.    When  we  compare  its  .    ™' 
situation  after  a  considerable  change  the  progress  of  the  of  the 
thought  is  broke;  and  consequently  we  are  presented  with  ajtjent 
the  idea  of  diversity :  In  order  to  reconcile  which  contradic-  ^hj'« 
tions  the  imagination  is  apt  to  feign  something  unknown 
and  invisible,  which  it  supposes  to  continue  the  same  under 
all  these  variations;   and  this  unintelligible  something  it 
calls  a  substcmcey  or  original  a/nd  first  matter. 

We  entertain  a  like  notion  with  regard  to  the  simplicity  of 
substances,  and  from  like  causes.  Suppose  an  object  per- 
fectly simple  and  indivisible  to  be  presented,  along  with 
another  object,  whose  co^existefit  parts  are  connected  tc^tber 
by  a  strong  relation,  'tis  evident  the  actions  of  the  mind,  in 
considering  these  two  objects,  are  not  very  different.  The 
imagination  conceives  the  simple  object  at  once,  with  fiEU^ilily, 
by  a  single  effort  of  thought,  without  change  or  variation. 
The  connexion  of  parts  in  the  compound  object  has  almost 
the  same  effect,  and  so  unites  the  object  within  itself,  that 
the  fancy  feels  not  the  transition  in  passing  from  one  part  to 
another.  Hence  the  colour,  taste,  figure,  solidity,  and  other 
qualities,  combined  in  a  peach  or  melon,  are  conceiv'd  to 
form  one  thing ;  and  that  on  accotmt  of  their  close  relation, 
which  makes  them  affect  the  thought  in  the  same  manner, 
as  if  perfectly  uncompounded.  But  the  mind  rests  not  here. 
Whenever  it  views  the  object  in  another  light,  it  finds  that 
all  these  qualities  are  different,  and  distinguishable,  and 
separable  f^m  each  otihier ;  which  view  of  things  being  de- 
structive of  its  primary  and  more  natural  notions,  obliges 
the  imagination  to  feign  an  unknown  something,  or  original 
substance  and  matter,  as  a  principle  of  union  or  cohesion 
among  these  qualities,  and  as  what  may  give  the  compound 
object  a  title  to  be  call'd  one  thing,  notwithstanding  its 
diversity  and  composition. 

The  peripatetic  philosophy  asserts  the  original  matter  to 
be  perfectly  homogeneous  in  all  bodies,  and  considers  fire, 
water,  earth,  and  air,  as  of  the  very  same  substance ;  on 
account  of  their  gradual  revolutions  and  changes  into  each 
other.  At  the  same  time  it  assigns  to  each  of  these  species 
of  objects  a  distinct  substa/ntial  formy  which  it  supposes  to  be 
the  source  of  all  those  different  qualities  they  possess,  and  to 
be  a  new  foundation  of  simplicity  and  identity  to  each  par- 
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PART     tictilar  species.    All  depends  on  our  manner  of  viewing  the 
objects.    When  we  look  along  the  insensible  changes  of 


Of  the        bodies,  we  suppose  all  of  them  to  be  of  the  same  substance 
fioepti<»l      ^j.  essence.     When  we  consider  their  sensible  differences,  we 

and  other  _  ' 

systeins       attribute  to  each  of  them  a  substantial  and  essential  differ- 
of  philo-      ence.     And  in  order  to  indulge  ourselves  in  both  these  ways 
of  considering  our  objects,  we  suppose  all  bodies  to  have  at 
once  a  substance  and  a  substantial  form. 

The  notion  of  accddents  is  an  unavoidable  consequence  of 
this  method  of  thinking  with  regard  to  substances  and  sub- 
stantial forms;  nor  can  we  forbear  looking  upon  colours, 
sounds,  tastes,  figures,  and  other  properties  of  bodies,  as 
existences,  which  cannot  subsist  apart,  but  require  a  subject 
of  inhesion  to  sustain  and  support  them.  For  having  never 
discover'd  any  of  these  sensible  qualities,  where,  for  the 
reasons  above-mention'd,  we  did  not  likewise  fancy  a  sub- 
stance to  exist ;  the  same  habit,  which  makes  us  infer  a  con- 
nexion betwixt  cause  and  effect,  makes  us  here  infer  a 
dependance  of  every  quality  on  the  unknown  substance. 
The  custom  of  imagining  a  dependance  has  the  same  effect 
as  the  custom  of  observing  it  wou'd  have.  This  conceit, 
however,  is  no  more  reasonable  than  any  of  the  foregoing. 
Every  quality  being  a  distinct  thing  from  another,  may  be 
conceiv'd  to  exist  apart,  and  may  exist  apart,  not  only  from 
every  other  quality,  but  from  that  unintelligible  chimera  of 
a  substance.' 

But  these  philosophers  carry  their  fictions  still  farther  in 
their  sentiments  concerning  occult  qualities^  and  both  sup- 
pose a  substance  supporting,  which  they  do  not  understand, 
and  an  accident  supported,  of  which  they  have  as  imperfect 
an  idea.  The  whole  system,  therefore,  is  entirely  incompre- 
hensible, and  yet  is  deriv'd  from  principles  as  natural  as  any 
of  these  above-explainM. 

In  considering  this  subject  we  may  observe  a  gradation  of 
three  opinions,  that  rise  above  each  other,  according  as  the 
persons,  who  form  them,  acquire  new  degrees  of  reason  and 
knowledge.  These  opinions  are  that  of  the  vulgar,  that  of 
a  false  philosophy,  and  that  of  the  true ;  where  we  shall  find 
upon  enquiry,  that  the  true  philosophy  approaches  nearer  to 
the  sentiments  of  the  vulgar,  than  to  those  of  a  mistaken 
knowledge.     'Tis  natural  for  men,  in  their  common  and  care- 

>  [See  below,  page  618.] 
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less  way  of  thinking,  to  imagine  they  x>^rceive  a  connexion  SECT, 
betwixt  such  objects  as  they  have  constantly  found  united  .  ^' 
together;  and  because  custom  has  rendered  it  difficult  to  ofthe 
separate  the  ideas,  they  are  apt  to  fancy  such  a  separation  to  ^ntieDt 
be  in  itself  impossible  and  absurd.  But  philosophers,  who  ^p^y 
abstract  from  the  effects  of  custom,  and  compare  the  ideas 
of  objects,  immediately  perceive  the  &lshood  of  these  vulgar 
sentiments,  and  discover  that  there  is  no  known  connexion 
among  objects.  Every  different  object  appears  to  them  en- 
tirely distinct  and  separate ;  and  they  perceive,  that  'tis  not 
from  a  view  of  the  nature  and  qualities  of  objects  we  infer 
one  from  another,  but  only  when  in  several  instances  we 
observe  them  to  have  been  constantly  conjoin'd.  But  these 
philosophers,  instead  of  drawing  a  just  inference  from  this 
observation,  and  concluding,  that  we  have  no  idea  of  power 
or  agency,  separate  from  the  mind,^  and  belonging  to  causes; 
I  say,  instead  of  drawing  this  conclusion^  they  frequently 
search  for  the  qualities,  in  which  this  agency  consists,  and 
are  displeased  with  every  system,  which  their  reason  suggests 
to  them,  in  order  to  explain  it.  They  have  sufficient  force 
of  genius  to  free  them  from  the  vulgar  error,  that  there  is  a 
natural  and  perceivable  connexion  befcwixt  the  several  sensible 
qualities  and  actions  of  matter ;  but  not  sufficient  to  keep 
them  from  ever  seeking  for  this  connexion  in  matter,  or 
causes.  Had  they  fallen  upon  the  just  conclusion,  they 
wou'd  have  retum'd  back  to  the  situation  of  the  vulgar,  and 
wou'd  have  regarded  all  these  disquisitions  with  indolence 
and  indifference.  At  present  they  seem  to  be  in  a  very 
lamentable  condition,  and  such  as  the  poets  have  given  us 
but  a  faint  notion  of  in  their  descriptions  of  the  punishment 
of  Sisyphus  and  Tantahis.  For  what  can  be  imagined  more 
tormenting,  than  to  seek  with  eagerness,  what  for  ever  flies 
us ;  and  seek  for  it  in  a  place,  where  'tis  impossible  it  can 
ever  exist  ? 

But  as  nature  seems  to  have  observ'd  a  kind  of  justice  and 
compensation  in  every  thing,  she  has  not  neglected  philo- 
sophers more  than  the  rest  of  the  creation ;  but  has  reserv'd 
them  a  consolation  amid  all  their  disappointments  and  afflic- 
tions.    This  consolation  principally  consists  in  their  inven- 

*  [That  we  have  no  idea  of  power  as  passage  beginning  *Some  haTeasseitfed'; 
heUmaing  to  the  mind  Hume  argues  at  about  five  pages  firom  the  beginning  of 
length    in  F&rt  III.  §  14.     See   the      that  section.] 
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PART     tion  of  the  words  faeMy  and  oocult  qualdiy.     For  it  being 

_^'    -  iMitial,  after  the  frequent  use  of  terms,  which  are  really 

Of  the        significant  and  intelligible,  to  omit  the  idea,  which  we  wou'd 

8cei)ti<»l      express  by  them,  and  to  preserve  only  the  custom,  by  which 

^gtmuT    ^^  recal  the  idea  at  pleasure ;  so  it  naturally  happens,  that 

)hiio-     after  the  frequent  use  of  terms,  which  are  wholly  insignificant 

and  unintelligible,  we  fancy  them  to  be  on  the  same  footing 

with  the  precedent,  and  to  haye  a  secret  meaning,  which  we 

might  discover  by  reflection.    The  resemblance  of  their 

appearance  deceives  the  mind,  as  is  usual,  and  makes  us 

imagine  a  thorough  resemblance  and  conformity.     By  this 

means  these  philosophers  set  themselves  at  ease,  and  arrive 

at  last,  by  an  illusion,  at  the  same  indi£Eerence,  which  the 

people  attain  by  their  stupidity,  and  true  philosophers  by 

their  moderate  scepticism.    They  need  only  say,  that  any 

phenomenon,  which  puzzles  them,  arises -from  a  Acuity  or 

an  occult  quality,  and  there  is  an  end  of  all  dispute  and 

enquiry  upon  the  matter. 

But  among  all  the  instances,  wherein  the  Peripatetics 
have  shewn  they  were  guided  by  every  trivial  propensity  of 
the  imagination,  no  one  is  more  remarkable  than  their  gym- 
patMeSy  antipathies,  and  horrors  of  a  vacuum^  There  is  a 
very  remarkable  inclination  in  human  nature,  to  bestow  on 
external  objects  the  same  emotions,  which  it  observes  in 
itself;  and  to  find  every  where  those  ideas,  which  are  most 
present  to  it.  This  inclination,  'tis  true,  is  suppress'd  by  a 
little  refiection,  and  only  takes  place  in  children,  poets,  and 
the  antient  philosophers.  It  appears  in  children,  by  their 
desire  of  beating  the  stones,  which  hurt  them :  In  poets,  by 
their  readiness  to  personify  every  thing :  And  in  the  antient 
philosophers,  by  these  fictions  of  sympathy  and  antipathy. 
We  must  pardon  children,  because  of  Iheir  age;  poets, 
because  they  profess  to  follow  implicitly  the  suggestions  of 
their  fancy :  But  what  excuse  shall  we  find  to  justify  our 
philosophers  in  so  signal  a  weakness  P 

Sect.  IV. — Of  the  Modem  Philosophy. 

But  here  it  may  be  objected,  that  the  imagination,  accord- 
ing to  my  own  confession,  being  the  ultimate  judge  of  all 
systems  of  philosophy,  I  am  unjust  in  blaming  the  antient 
philosophers  for  making  use  of  that  fSa^ulty,  and  allowing 
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themselves  to  be  entirely  guided  bj  it  in  their  reasonings.     SECT. 
In  order  to  justify  mjself,  I  must  distinguish  in  the  imagi-  ._    , '   ^ 
nation  betwixt  the  principles  which  are  permanent,  irresist-  Of  the 
ible,  and  universal ;  such  as  the  customary  transition  from  "^^'^ 
causes  to  effects,  and  from  effects  to  causes :  And  the  prin-  sophy. 
ciples,  which  are  changeable,  weak,  and  irregular ;  such  as 
those  I  have  just  now  taken  notice  of.     The  former  are  the 
foundation  of  all  our  thoughts  and  actions^  so  that  upon 
their  removal  human  nature  must  immediately  perish  and 
go  to  ruin.     The  latter  are  neither  unavoidable  to  mankind, 
nor  necessary,  or  so  much  as  useful  in  the  conduct  of  life ; 
but  on  the  contrary  are  observ'd  only  to  take  place  in  weal: 
minds,  and  being  opposite  to  the  other  principles  of  custom 
and  reasoning,  may  easily  be  subverted  by  a  due  contrast 
and  opposition.     For  this  reason  the  former  are  received  by 
philosophy,  and  the  latter  rejected.     One  who  concludes 
somebody  to  be  near  him,  when  he  hears  an  articulate  voice 
in  the  dark,  reasons  justly  and  naturally ;  tho'  that  conclu- 
sion be  deriv'd  from  nothing  but  custom,  which  infixes  and 
inlivens  the  idea  of  a  human  creature,  on  account  of  his 
usual  conjunction  with  the  present  impression.    But  one, 
who  is  tormented  he  knows  not  why,  witii  the  apprehension 
of  spectres  in  the  dark,  may,  perhaps,  be  said  to  reason,  and 
to  reason  naturally  too :  But  then  it  must  be  in  the  same 
sense,  that  a  malady  is  said  to  be  natural ;  as  arising  from 
natural  causes,  tho'  it  be  contrary  to  health,  the  most  agree- 
able and  most  natural  situation  of  man. 

The  opinions  of  the  antient  philosophers,  their  fictions  of 
substance  and  accident,  and  their  reasonings  concerning 
substantial  forms  and  occult  qualities,  are  like  the  spectres 
in  the  dark,  and  are  deriv'd  ftim  principles,  which,  however 
common,  are  neither  aniversal  nor  unavoidable  in  human 
nature.  The  modem  philosophy  pretends  to  be  entirely  free 
from  this  defect,  and  to  arise  only  from  the  solid,  permanent,^ 
and  consistent  principles  of  the  imagination.  Upon  what 
grounds  this  pretension  is  founded  must  now  be  the  subject 
of  our  enquiry. 

The  fandamental  principle  of  that  philosophy  is  the  opinion 
concerning  colours,  sounds,  tastes,  smells,  heat  and  cold; 
which  it  asserts  to  be  nothing  but  impressions  in  the  mind, 
deriv'd  from  the  operation  of  external  objects,  and  without 
any  resemblance  to  the  qualities  of  the  objects.    Upon  ex- 
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amination,  I  find  onlj  one  of  the  reasons  commonly  produced 
for  this  opinion  to  be  satisfactory,  viz.  that  deriv'd  from  the 
variations  of  those  impressions,  even  while  the  external 
object,  to  all  appearance,  continaes  the  same.  These  varia- 
tions depend  npon  several  circumstances.  Upon  the  different 
situations  of  our  health :  A  man  in  a  malady  feels  a  disagree- 
able taste  in  meats,  which  before  pleas'd  him  the  most. 
Upon  the  different  complexions  and  constitutions  of  men : 
That  seems  bitter  to  one,  which  is  sweet  to  another.  Upon 
the  difference  of  their  external  situation  and  position : 
Colours  reflected  from  the  clouds  change  according  to  the 
distance  of  the  clouds,  and  according  to  the  angle  they 
make  with  the  eye  and  luminous  body.  Fire  also  communi- 
cates the  sensation  of  pleasure  at  one  distance,  and  that  of 
pain  at  another.  Instances  of  this  kind  are  very  numerous 
and  frequent. 

The  conclusion  drawn  from  them,  is  likewise  as  satis&etory 
as  can  possibly  be  imagined.  'Tis  certain,  that  when  different 
impressions  of  the  same  sense  arise  from  any  object,  every 
one  of  these  impressions  has  not  a  resembling  quality  ex- 
istent in  the  object.  For  as  the  same  object  cannot,  at  the 
same  time,  be  endowed  with  different  qualities  of  the  same 
sense,  and  as  the  same  quality  cannot  resemble  impressions 
entirely  different;  it  evidently  follows,  that  many  of  our 
impressions  have  no  external  model  or  archetype.  Now 
fi^m  like  effects  we  presume  like  causes.  Many  of  the  im- 
pressions of  colour,  sound,  &c.  are  confest  to  be  nothing  but 
internal  existences,  and  to  arise  from  causes,  which  no  ways 
resemble  them.  These  impressions  are  in  appearance  nothing 
different  from  the  other  impressions  of  colour,  sound,  &c. 
We  conclude,  therefore,  that  they  are,  all  of  them,  deriv'd 
from  a  like  origin. 

This  principle  being  once  admitted,  all  the  other  doctrines 
of  that  philosophy  seem  to  follow  by  an  easy  consequence. 
For  upon  the  removal  of  sounds,  colours,  heat,  cold,  and  other 
sensible  qualities,  from  the  rank  of  continued  independent 
existences,  we  are  reduced  merely  to  what  are  called  primary 
qualities,  as  the  only  real  ones,  of  which  we  have  any 
adequate  notion.  These  primary  qualities  are  extension  and 
solidity,  with  their  different  mixtures  and  modifications ; 
figure,  motion,  gravity,  and  cohesion.  The  generation, 
encrease,  decay,  and  corruption  of  animals  and  v^^etables. 
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are  nothing  but  changes  of  figure  and  motion ;  as  also  the      SECT, 
operations  of  all  bodies  on    each  other;  of  fire,  of  light,   .    ^J' 
water,   air,  earth,  and  of  all  the  elements  and  powers  of  of  the 
nature.      One  figure  and  motion  produces   another  figure  ^®"» 
and  motion ;  nor  does  there  remain  in  the  material  universe  sophy. 
any  other  principle,  either  active  or  passive,  of  which  we  can 
form  the  most  distant  idea. 

I  believe  many  objections  might  be  made  to  this  system : 
But  at  present  I  shall  confine  myself  to  one,  which  is  in  my 
opinion  very  decisive.  I  a<ssert,  that  instead  of  explaining 
the  operations  of  external  objects  by  its  means,  we  utterly 
annihilate  all  these  objects,  and  reduce  ourselves  to  the 
opinions  of  the  most  extravagant  scepticism  concerning 
them.  If  colours,  sounds,  tastes,  and  smells  be  merely  per- 
ceptions, nothing  we  can  conceive  is  possest  of  a  real,  con- 
tinu'd,  and  independent  existence ;  not  even  motion,  exten- 
sion and  solidity,  which  are  the  primary  qualities  chiefly 
insisted  on.^ 

To  begin  with  the  examination  of  motion;  'tis  evident 
this  is  a  quality  altogether  inconceivable  alone,  and  without 
a  reference  to  some  other  object.  The  idea  of  motion 
necessarily  supposes  that  of  a  body  moving.  Now  what  is 
our  idea  of  the  moving  body,  without  which  motion  is  in- 
comprehensible ?  It  must  resolve  itself  into  the  idea  of 
extension  or  of  solidity;  and  consequently  the  reality  of 
motion  depends  upon  that  of  these  other  qualities. 

This  opinion,  which  is  universally  acknowledg'd  concerning 
motion,  I  have  prov'd  to  be  true  with  regard  to  extension ; 
and  have  shewn  that  'tis  impossible  to  conceive  extension, 
but  as  composed  of  parts,  endowed  with  colour  or  solidity.* 
The  idea  of  extension  is  a  compound  idea ;  but  as  it  is  not 
compounded  of  an  infinite  number  of  parts  or  inferior  ideas, 
it  must  at  last  resolve  itself  into  such  as  are  perfectly  simple 
and  indivisible.  These  simple  and  indivisible  parts,  not 
being  ideas  of  extension,  must  be  non-entities,  unless  con- 
ceived as  colour'd  or  solid.  Colour  is  excluded  from  any 
real  existence.  The  reality,  therefore,  of  our  idea  of  exten- 
sion depends  upon  the  reality  of  that  of  solidity,  nor  can  the 
former  be  just  while  the  latter  is  chimerical.  Let  us,  then, 
lend  our  attention  to  the  examination  of  the  idea  of  solidity. 

The  idea  of  solidity  is  that  of  two  objects,  which  being 

*  [Introd.  §  229  and  ff.]  '  [Fart  II.  §  8,  9ubfin.] 
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PART     impell'd  by  the  utmost  force,  cannot  penetrate  each  other ; 
^    ^'    .  but    still    maintain    a    separate    and    distinct    existence. 
Of  the         Solidity,  therefore,  is  perfectly  incomprehensible  alone,  and 
"^<F**S^      without  the  conception  of  some  bodies,  which  are  solid,  and 
"^^"^     maintain  this  separate  and  distinct  existence.    Now  what 
of  Dhilo-      idea  have  we  of  these  bodies  ?    The  ideas  of  colours,  sounds, 
^^  ^'         and  other  secondary  qualities  are  excluded.     The  idea  of 
motion  depends  on  that  of  extension,  and  the  idea  of  exten- 
sion on  that  of  solidity.     'Tis  impossible,  therefore,  that  the 
idea  of  solidity  can  depend  on  either  of  them.      For  that 
wou'd  be  to  run  in  a  circle,  and  make  one  idea  depend  on 
another,  while  at  the  same  time  the  latter  depends  on  the 
former.     Our  modem  philosophy,  therefore,  leaves  us  no 
just  nor  satisfactory  idea  of  solidity;  nor  consequently  of 
matter. 

This  argument  will  appear  entirely  conclusive  to  every 
one  that  comprehends  it ;  but  because  it  may  seem  abstruse 
and  intricate  to  the  generality  of  readers,  I  hope  to  be 
excus'd,  if  I  endeavour  to  render  it  more  obvious  by  some 
variation  of  the  expression.  In  order  to  form  an  idea  of 
solidity,  we  must  conceive  two  bodies  pressing  on  each  other 
without  any  penetration;  and  'tis  impossible  to  arrive  at 
this  idea,  when  we  confine  ourselves  to  one  object,  much 
more  without  conceiving  any.  Two  non-entiiies  cannot 
exclude  each  other  from  their  places ;  because  they  never 
possess  any  place,  nor  can  be  endow'd  with  any  quality. 
Now  I  ask,  what  idea  do  we  form  of  these  bodies  or  objecte, 
to  which  we  suppose  solidity  to  belong?  To  say,  that  we 
ponceive  them  merely  as  solid,  is  to  run  on  in  infimtum.  To 
affirm,  that  we  paint  them  out  to  ourselves  as  extended, 
either  resolves  all  into  a  false  idea,  or  returns  in  a  circle. 
Extension  must  necessarily  be  considered  either  as  colour'd, 
which  is  a  false  idea ;  ^  or  as  solid,  which  brings  us  back  to 
the  first  question.  We  may  make  the  same  observation 
concerning  mobility  and  figure ;  and  upon  the  whole  must 
conclude,  that  after  the  exclusion  of  colours,  sounds^  heat 
and  cold  from  the  rank  of  external  existences,  there  remains 
nothing,  which  can  afiEord  us  a  just  and  constituent  idea  of 
body. 

Add  to  this,  that,  properly  speaking,  solidity  or  impene- 

*  [«>.  according  to  the  '  Modern  Philosophy ;  *  not  according- to  Hum«  himself.] 
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trabilitj  is  nothing,  but  an  impossibility  of  annihilation,  as  ^      SECT, 
has  been  already  observed :  For  which  reason  *tis  the  more        ^^' 
necessary  for  us  to  form  some  distinct  idea  of  that  object,  of  the 
whose  annihilation  we  suppose  impossible.     An  impossibility  modern 
of  being  annihilated  cannot  exist,  and  can  never  be  con-  lo^^j, 
ceived  to  exist,  by  itself;  but  necessarily  requires   some 
object  or  real  existence,  to  which  it  may  belong.     Now  the 
difficulty  still  remains,  how  to  form  an  idea  of  this  object  or 
existence,  without  having  recourse  to  the  secondajy  and 
sensible  qualities. 

Nor  must  we  omit  on  this  occasion  our  accustom'd  method 
of  examining  ideas  by  considering  those  impressions,  from 
which  they  are  deriv'd.  The  impressions,  which  enter 
by  the  sight  and  hearing,  the  smell  and  taste,  are  affirmed 
by  modem  philosophy  to  be  without  any  resembling  objects ; 
and  consequently  the  idea  of  solidity,  which  is  suppos'd  to  be 
real,  can  never  be  deriv'd  from  any  of  these  sensed.  There 
remains,  therefore,  the  feeling  as  the  only  sense,  that  can 
convey  the  impression,  which  is  griginal  to  the  idea  of 
solidity ;  and  indeed  we  naturally  imagine,  that  we  feel  the 
solidity  of  bodies,  and  need  but  touch  any  object  in  order  to 
perceive  this  quality.  But  this  method  of  thinking  is  more 
popular  than  philosophical  j  as  will  appear  from  the  following 
reflections. 

Firsts  'Tis  easy  to  observe,  that  tho'  bodies  are  felt  by 
means  of  their  solidity,  yet  the  feeling  is  a  quite  different 
thing  from  the  solidity ;  and  that  they  have  not  the  least 
resemblance  to  each  other.  A  man,  who  has  the  palsey  in 
one  hand,  has  as  perfect  an  idea  of  impenetrability,  when  he 
observes  that  hand  to  be  supported  by  the  table,  as  when  he 
feels  the  same  table  with  the  other  hand.  An  object,  that 
presses  upon  any  of  our  members,  meets  witli  resistance ; 
and  that  resistance,  by  the  motion  it  gives  to  the  nerves  and 
animal  spirits,  conveys  a  certain  sensation  to  the  mind ;  but 
it  does  not  follow,  that  the  sensation,  motion,  and  resistance 
are  any  ways  resembling.   . 

Secondly,  The  impressions  of  touch  are  simple  impressions, 
except  when  considered  with  regard  to  their  extension ;  which 
makes  nothing  to  the  present  purpose :  And  from  this  sim- 
plicity I  infer,  that  they  neither  represent  solidity,  nor  any 
real  object.     For  let  us  put  two  cases,  viz,  that  of  a  man, 
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PART     who  presses  a  stone,  or  any  solid  body,  with  his  hand,   and 
._^^'    ^  that  of  two  stones,  which  press  each  other ;  'twill  readily  be 
Of  tho         allow'd,  that  these  two  cases  are  not  in  every  respect  aJike, 
Hcepticai      but  that  in  the  former  there  is  conjoin'd  with  the  solidity,  a 
Kvst^nni!^'     feeling  or  sensation,  of  which  there  is  no  appearance  in   the 
of  phiio-      latter.     In  order,  therefore,  to  make  these  two  cases  alike, 
sophy.         j^jg  necessary  to  remove  some  part  of  the  impression,  'wliicli 
the  man  feels  by  his  hand,  or  organ  of  sensation ;  and  that 
being  impossible  in  a  simple  impression,  obliges  as  to  reraore 
the  whole,  and  proves  that  this  whole  impression  has   no 
archetype  or' model  in  external  objects.     To  which  we   may 
add,  that  solidity  necessarily  supposes  two  bodies,  along  with 
contiguity  and  impulse;  which  being  a  compound  object, 
can  never  bo  represented  by  a  simple  impression.     Not  to 
mention,  that  tho'  solidity  continues  always  invariably  the 
same,  the  impressions  of  touch  change  every  moment  upon 
us ;  which  is  a  clear  proof  that  the  latter  are  not  representa- 
tions of  the  former.* 

Thus  there  is  a  direct  and  total  opposition  betwixt  our 
reason  and  our  senses ;  or  more  properly  speaking,  betwixt 
those  conclusions  we  form  from  cause  and  e£fect,  and  those 
that  persuade  us  of  the  coutinu'd  and  independent  existence 
of  body.  When  we  reason  from  cause  and  effect,  we  con- 
clude, that  neither  colour,  sound,  taste,  nor  smeU  have  a 
continu'd  and  independent  existence.  When  we  exclude 
these  sensible  qualities  there  remains  nothing  in  the  universe, 
^which  has  such  an  existence. 


Sect.  V. — Of  the  Immateriality  of  the  Soul. 

Having  found  such  contradictions  and  difficulties  in  every 
system  concerning  external  objects,  and  in  the  idea  of  matter, 
which  we  fancy  so  clear  and  determinate,  we  shall  naturally 
expect  still  greater  difficulties  and  contradictions  in  every 
hypothesis  concerning  our  internal  perceptions,  and  the 
nature  of  the  mind,  which  we  are  apt  to  imagine  so  much 
more  obscure,  and  uncertain.  But  in  this  we  shou'd  deceive 
ourselves.  The  intellectual  world,  tho'  involved  in  infinite 
obscurities,  is  not  perplex'd  with  any  such  contradictions,  as 
those  we  have  discover'd  in  the  natural.    What  is  known 

>  [Cf.  pp.  483  and  484,  and  Introd.  §  247.] 
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concerning  it,  agrees  with  itself;  and  what  is  unknown,  we      S£CT. 
must  be  contented  to  leave  so.  . 

'Tis  true,  wou'd  we  hearken  to  certain  philosophers,  they  of  the 
promise  to  diminish  our  ignorance ;  but  I  am  afraid  'tis  at  ^^^" 
the  hazard  of  running  us  into  contradictions,  from  which  the  3fe  wJ. 
subject  is  of  itself  exempted.    These  philosophers  are  the 
curious  reasoners  concerning  the  materiaJ  or  immaterial  sub- 
stances, in  which  they  suppose  our  perceptions  to  inhere. 
In  order  to  put  a  stop  to  these  endless  cavils  on  both  sides, 
I  know  no  better  method,  than  to  ask  these  philosophers  in 
a  few  words,  WTuit  they  mean  by  svbstance  and  inhe8ion9  And 
afber  they  have  answer'd  this  question,  'twill  then  be  reason- 
able, and  not  till  then,  to  enter  seriously  into  the  dispute. 

This  question  we  have  found  impossible  to  be  answer'd 
with  regard  to  matter  and  body :   But  besides  that  in  the 
case  of  the  mind,  it  labours  under  all  the  same  difficulties, 
'tis  burthen'd  with  some  additional  ones,  which  are  peculiar 
to  that  subject.    As  every  idea  is  deriv'd  from  a  precedent  * 
ii^pression,  had  we  any  idea  of  the  substance  of  our  minds, 
we  must^also  have  an  impression  of  it ;  which  is  very  diffi- 
cult, if  not  impossible,  to  be  conceiv'd.     For  how  can  an  ,\ 
impression  represent  a  substance,  otherwise  than  by  resem-  ' 
bling  it  9    And  how  can  an  impression  resemble  a  substance, 
since,  according  to  this  philosophy,  it  is  not  a  substance, 
and  has  none  of  the  peculiar  qualities  or  characteristics  of  a 
substance  P 

But  leaving  the  question  of  what  may  or  may  not  he,  for 
that  other  what  actually  is,  I  desire  those  philosophers,  who 
pretend  that  we  have  an  idea  of  the  substance  of  our  minds, 
to  point  out  the  impression  that  produces  it,  and  tell  dis- 
tinctly after  what  manner  that  impression  operates,  and  from 
what  object  it  is  deriv'd.  Is  it  an  impression  of  sensation 
or  of  reflection  9  Is  it  pleasant,  or  painful,  or  indifferent  ? ' 
Does  it  attend  us  at  all  times,  or  does  it  only  return  at  in- 
tervals ?  If  at  intervals,  at  what  times  principally  does  it 
return,  and  by  what  causes  is  it  produced  ? 

If  instead  of  answering  these  questions,  any  one  shou'd 
evade  the  difficulty,  by  saying,  that  the  definition  of  a  sub- 
stance is  somethmg  which  may  exist  hy  itself  i  and  that  this 
definition  ought  to  satisfy  us  :  Shou'd  this  be  said,  I  shou'd 
observe,  that  this  definition  agrees  to  every  thing,  that  can 

>  [Introd.  §  205.] 
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ppssibly  be  conceiy'd ;  and  never  will  serve  to  distingaish 
substance  from  accident,  or  the  soul  from  its  perceptions. 
For  thus  I  reason.  Whatever  is  clearly  conceived  may  exist; 
and  whatever  is  clearly  conceived,  after  any  manner,  may 
exist  after  the  same  manner.  This  is  one  principle,  which 
has  been  already  acknowledged.  Again,  every  thing,  which 
is  different,  is  distinguishable,  and  every  thing  which  is  dis- 
tinguishable, is  separable  by  the  imagination.  This  is 
another  principle.  My  conclusion  from  both  is,  that  since 
all  our  perceptions  are  different  from  each  other,  and  from 
every  thing  else  in  the  universe,  they  are  also  distinct  and 
separable,  and  may  be  considered  as  separately  existent,  and 
may  exist  separately,  and  have  no  need  of  any  thing  else 
to  support  their  existence.'  They  are,  therefore,  substances, 
as  far  as  this  definition  explains  a  substance. 

Thus  neither  by  considering  the  first  origin  of  ideas, 
nor  by  means  of  a  definition  are  we  able  to  arrive  at  any 
satisfaictory  notion  of  substance;  which  seems  to  me  a 
sufficient  reason  for  abandoning  utterly  that  dispute  con- 
ceming  tiie  materiality  and  immateriality  of  the  sotiI,  and 
makes  me  absolutely  condemn  even  the  question  itself.  We 
have  no  perfect  idea  of  any  thing  but  of  a  perception.  A 
substance  is  entirely  different  from  a  perception.  We  have, 
therefore,  no  idea  of  a  substance.  Inhesion  in  something  is 
suppos'd  to  .be  requisite  to  support  the  existence  of  our 
perceptions.  Nothing  appears  requisite  to  support  the  exist- 
ence of  a  perception.  We  have,  therefore,  i^o  idea  of  in- 
hesion. What  possibility  then  of  answering  that  question, 
Whether  perceptions  inhere  in  a  material  or  immaieridl  «ufc- 
stancey  when  we  do  not  so  much  as  understand  the  meaning 
of  the  question  P  ^ 

There  is  one  argument  commonly  employ 'd  for  the  im- 
materiality of  the  soul,  which  seems  to  me  remarkable. 
Whatever  is  extended  consists  of  parts ;  and  whatever  con- 
sists of  parts  is  divisible,  if  not  in  reality,  at  least  in  the 
imagination.  But  'tis  impossible  any  thing  divisible  can  be 
conjoined  to  a  thought  or  perception,  which  is  a  being  alto- 
getiier  inseparable  and  indivisible.  For  supposing  such  a 
conjunction,  wou'd  the  indivisible  thought  exist  on  the  left 
or  on  the  right  hand  of  this  extended  divisible  body  9  On 
the  surface  or  in  the  middle  9    On  the  back-  or  fore-side  of 
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it?     If  it  be  coirjoin'd  with  the  extension,  it  must  exist      SECT, 
somewhere  within  its  dimensions.     If  it  exist  within  its  -       * 
dimensions,  it  must  either  exist  in  one  particular  part;  and  of  the 
then  that  particular  part  is  indivisible,  and  the  perception  is  !^?J*^ 
conjoined  only  with  it^  not  with  the  extension :    Or  if  the  the  »ul. 
thought  exists  in  every  part,  it  must  also  be  extended,  and 
separable,  and  divisible,  as  well  as  the  body;  which  is  utterly 
absurd  and  contradictory.     For  can  any  one  conceive  a  , 
passion  of  a  yard  in  lengthy  a  foot  in  breadth,  and  an  inch 
in  thickness  9    Thought,  therefore,  and  extension  are  quali-  ^ 
ties  wholly  incompatible,  and  never  can  incorporate  together 
into  one  subject. 

This  argument  a£fects  not  the  question  concerning  the 
svhstance  of  the  soul,  but  only  that  concerning  its  local  conr- 
jimcUon  with  matter ;  and  therefore  it  may  not  be  improper 
to  consider  in  general  what  objects  are,  or  are  not  susceptible 
of  a  local  conjunction.  This  is  a  curioos  question,  and  may 
lead  us  to  some  discoveries  of  considerable  moment. 

The  first  notion  of  space  and  extension  is  derived  solely 
firom  the  senses  of  sight  and  feeling ;  nor  is  there  any  thing, 
but  what  is  coloured  or  tangible,  that  has  parts  dispos'd  after 
such  a  manner,  as  to  convey  that  idea.^  When  we  diminish 
or  encrease  a  relish,  'tis  not  after  the  same  manner  that  we 
diminish  or  encrease  any  visible  object ;  and  when  several 
sounds  strike  our  hearing  at  once,  custom  and  reflection 
alone  make  us  form  an  idea  of  the  degrees  of  the  distance 
and  contiguity  of  those  bodies,  from  which  they  are  deriv'd. 
Whatever  marks  the  place  of  its  existence  ei^er  most  be 
'  extended,  or  must  be  a  mathematical  point,  without  parts  or 
composition.  What  is  extended  must  have  a  particular 
figure,  as  square,  round,  triangular ;  none  of  which  will  agree 
to  a  desire,  or  indeed  to  any  impression  or  idea,  except  of 
these  two  senses  above-mention'd.  Neither  ought  a  desire, 
tho'  indivisible,  to  be  consider'd  as  a  mathematical  point. 
For  in  that  case  'twou'd  be  possible,  by  the  addition  of 
others,  to  make  two,  three,  four  desires,  and  these  dispos'd 
and  situated  in  such  a  manner,  as  to  have  a  determinate 
length,  breadth  and  thickness ;  which  is  evidently  absurd. 

TVill  not  be  surprizing  after  this,  if  I  deliver  a  maxim, 
which  is  condemn'd  by  several  metaphysicians,  and  is  es- 
teem'd  contrary  to  the  most  certain  principles  of  human 

•  [Intpod.  S  283.] 


of  phil 
sopby. 


520  A  TREATISE  OF  HUMAN  NATUBE.  Pabt  IV. 

PAKT     reaaon.     This  maxim  is  that  an  object  may  exists  and  uet  he 
_^^/    '  no  where :  and  I  assert,  that  Hiis  is  not  onlj  possible,  but 
Of  the        that  the  greatest  part  of  beings  do  and  must  exist  after  ihis 
Bcetdc^      manner.^     An  object  may  be  said  to  be  no  where,  when  its 
b:^Uiii8       parts  are  not  so  situated  with  respect  to  each  other,  as  to  form 
.hilo-      any  figure  or  quantity ;  nor  the  whole  with  respect  to  other 
bodies  so  as  to  answer  to  our  notions  of  contiguity  or  distance. 
Now  this  is  evidently  the  case  with  all  our  perceptions  and 
objects,  except  those  of  the  sight  and  feeling.     A  moral 
reflection  cannot  be  plac'd  on  the  right  or  on  the  left  hand  of 
a  passion,  nor  can  a  smell  or  sound  be  either  of  a  circular  or 
a  square  figure.     These  objects  and  perceptions,  so  far  from 
requiring  any  particular  place,  are  absolutely  incompatible 
with  it,  and  even  the  imagination  cannot  attribute  it  to  them. 
And  as  to  the  absurdity  of  supposing  them  to  be  no  where, 
we  may  consider,  that  if  the  passions  and  sentiments  appear 
to  the  perception  to  have  any  particular  place,  the  idea  of 
extension  might  be  deriv'd  from  them,  as  well  as  from  the 
sight  and  touch;  contrary  to  what  we  have  already  esta- 
blished.    If  they  appea/r  not  to  have  any  particular  place, 
they  may  possibly  exist  in  the  same  manner ;  since  whatever 
we  conceive  is^ssible. 

'Twin  not  now  be  necessary  to  prove,  that  those  percep- 
tions, which  are  simple,  and  exist  no  where,  are  incapable  of 
any  conjunction  in  place  with  matter  or  body,  which  is  ex- 
tended and  divisible ;  since  'tis  impossible  to  found  a  rela- 
tion' but  on  some  common  quality.  It  may  be  better  worth 
our  while  to  remark,  that  this  question  of  the  local  conjunc- 
tion of  objects  does  not  only  occur  in  metaphysical  disputes 
concerning  the  nature  of  the  soul,  but  that  even  in  common 
life  we  have  every  moment  occasion  to  examine  it.  Thus 
supposing  we  consider  a  fig  at  one  end  of  the  table,  and  an 
olive  at  the  other,  'tis  evident,  that  in  forming  the  complex 
ideas  of  these  substances,  one  of  the  most  obvious  is  that  of 
their  different  relishes ;  and  'tis  as  evident,  that  we  incorpo- 
rate and  conjoin  these  qualities  with  such  as  are  colour'd  and 
tangible.  The  bitter  taste  of  the  one,  and  sweet  of  the  other 
are  suppos'd  to  lie  in  the  very  visible  body,  and  to  be  sepa- 
rated from  each  other  by  the  whole  length  of  the  table. 
This  is  so  notable  and  so  natural  an  illusion,  that  it  may  be 
proper  to  consider  the  principles,  from  which  it  is  deriv'd. 

I  [See  Locke,  Essay,  Book  II.  cK  18,  §  25.]  *  Pait  L  Sect.  5. 
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Tho'  an  extended  object  be  incapable  of  a  conjunction  in     SECT. 
place  with  another,  that  exists  without  any  place  or  exten-   -_    / 
sion,  jet  are  they  susceptible  of  many  other  relations.    Thus  of  tho 
the  taste  and  smell  of  any  fruit  are  inseparable  from  its  other  ^^^ 
qualities  of  colour  and  tangibility ;  and  which-ever  of  them  the  aou 
be  the  cause  or  effect,  'tis  certain  they  are  always  co-existent.^ 
Nor  are  they  only  co-existent  in  general,  but  also  co-tempo- 
rary in  their  appearance  in  the  mind ;  and  'tis  upon  the 
application  of  the  extended  body  to  our  senses  we  perceive 
its  particular  taste  and  smell.     These  relations,  then,  of 
causation,  and  contiguity  in  the  time  of  their  appea/rance^ 
betwixt  the  extended  object  and  the  quality,  which  exists 
without  any  particular  place,  must  have  such  an  effect  on 
the  mind,  that  upon  the  appearance  of  one  it  will  imme- 
diately turn  its  thought  to  the  conception  of  the  other. 
Nor  is  this  all.     We  not  only  turn  our  thought  from  one  to 
the  other  upon  account  of  their  relation,  but  likewise  en- 
deavour to  give  them  a  new  relation,  viz.  that  of  a  conjunction 
in  place,  that  we  may  render  the  transition  more  easy  and 
natural.     For  'tis  a  quality,  which  I  shall  often  have  occasion 
to  remark  in  human  nature,  and  shall  explain  more  fully  in 
its  proper  place,  that  when  objects  are  united  by  any  relation, 
we  have  a  strong  propensity  to  add  some  new  relation  to 
them,  in  order  to  compleat  the  union.     In  our  arrangement 
of  bodies  we  never  fail  to  place  such  as  are  resembling,  in 
contiguity  to  each  other,  or  at  least  in  correspondent  points 
of  view :  Why  ?  but  because  we  feel  a  satisfaction  in  joining 
the  relation  of  contiguity  to  that  of  resemblance,  or  the 
resemblance  of  situation  to  that  of  qualities.     The  effects  of 
this  propensity   have  been*  already  observ'd  in  that  re- 
semblance, which  we  so  readily  suppose  betwixt  particular 
impressions  and  their  external  causes.     But  we  shall  not  find 
a  more  evident  effect  of  it,  than  in  the  present  instance, 
where  from  the  relations  of  causation  and  contiguity  in  time 
betwixt  two  objects,  we  feign  likewise  that  of  a  conjunction 
in  place,  in  order  to  strengthen  the  connexion.' 

But  whatever  confus'd  notions  we  may  form  of  an  union 
in  place  betwixt  an  extended  body,  as  a  fig,  and  its  particular 
taste,  'tis  certain  that  upon  reflection  we  must  observe  in 
this  union  something  altogether  unintelligible  and  contra- 

>  [Intiod.  §  241.1  '  Sect.  2,  towards  the  end. 

•  [Intpod.  I  840.J 
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dictorj.     For  shou'd  we  ask  oarselves  one  obvious  question, 
viz.  if  the  taste,  which  we  conceive  to  be  contained  in  the 
circumference  of  the  body,  is  in  every  part  of  it  or  in  one 
only,  we  must  quickly  find  ourselves  at  a  loss,  and  perceive  the 
impossibility  of  ever  giving  a  satisfactory  answer.     ^We 
cannot  reply,  that  'tis  only  in  one  part:   For  experience 
convinces  us,  that  every  part  has  the  same  relish.     We  can 
as  little  reply,  that  it  exists  in  every  part :  For  then  we  must 
suppose  it  figur'd  and  extended ;  which  is  absurd  and  incom- 
prehensible.   Here  then  we  are  influenc'd  by  two  principles 
directly  contrary  to  each  other,  viz,  that  inclination  of  our 
fiincy  by  which  we  are  determin'd  to  incorporate  the  taste 
with  the  extended  object,  and  our  reason,  which  shows  us  the 
impossibility  of  such  an  union.    Being  divided  betwixt  these 
opposite  principles,  we  renounce  neither  one  nor  the  other, 
but  involve  the  subject  in  such  confusion  and  obscurity,  that 
we  no  longer  perceive  the  opposition.     We  suppose,  that 
the  taste  exists  within  the  circumference  of  the  body,  but  in 
such  a  manner,  that  it  fills  the  whole  without  extension,  and 
exists  entire  in  every  part  without  separation.     In  short,  we 
use  in  our  most  familiar  way  of  thinking,  that  scholastic 
principle,  which,  when  crudely  propos'd,  appears  so  shocking, 
of  totv/m  in  toto  &  toiumin  qualibet  parte :  Which  is  much  the 
same,  as  if  we  shou'd  say,  that  a  thing  is  in  a  certain  place, 
and  yet  is  not  there. 

All  this  absurdity  proceeds  from  our  endeavouring  to 
bestow  a  place  on  what  is  utterly  incapable  of  it ;  and  that 
endeavour  again  arises  from  our  inclination  to  compleat  an 
union,  which  is  founded  on  causation,  and  a'  contiguity  of 
time,  by  attributing  to  the  objects  a  conjunction  in  place. 
But  if  ever  reason  be  of  sufficient  force  to  overcome  pre- 
judice, 'tis  certain,  that  in  the  present  case  it  must  prevail. 
For  we  have  only  this  choice  left,  either  to  suppose  that  some 
beings  exist  without  any  place ;  or  that  they  are  figur'd  and 
extended ;  or  that  when  they  are  incorporated  with  extended 
objects,  the  whole  is  in  the  whole,  and  the  whole  in  eveiy 
part.  The  absurdity  of  the  two  last  suppositions  proves 
sufficiently  the  veracity  of  the  first.  Nor  is  there  any  fourth 
opinion.  For  as  to  the  supposition  of  their  existence  in  the 
manner  of  mathematical  points,  it  resolves  itself  into  the 
second  opinion,  and  supposes,  that  several  passions  may  be 
plac'd  in  a  circular  figure,  and  that  a  certain  number  of 
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smellsy  conjoin'd  with  a  certain  number  of  fik>nnds,  may      sect. 
make  a  body  of  twelve  cubic  inches ;  which  appears  ridi-  .     ^' 
culous  upon  the  bare  mentioning  of  it.  Of  tiw 

But  tho*  in  this  view  of  things  we  cannot  reftise  to  con-  i?«^<»- 
demn    the    materialists,    who    conjoin    all    thought   with  ^esool. 
extension ;  yet  a  little  reflection  will  show  us  equal  reason  ' 
for  blaming  their  antagonists,  who  conjoin  all  thought  with  x 
a  simple  and  indivisible  substance*    The  most  vulgar  philo- 
sophy informs  us,  that  no  external  object  can  make  itself 
known  to  the  mind  immediately,  and  without  the  inter- 
position of  an  image  or  perception.     That  table,  which  just 
now  appears  to  me,  is  only  a  perception,  and  all  its  qualities 
are  qualities  of  a  perception.     Now  the  most  obvious  of  all 
its  qualities  is  extension.    The  perception  consists  of  parts. 
These  parts  are  so  situated,  as  to  afford  us  the  notion  of 
distance  and  contiguity ;  of  length,  breadth,  and  thickness. 
The  termination  of  these  three  dimensions  is  what  we  call 
figure.^     This  figure  is  moveable,  separable,  and  divisible. 
Mobility,  and  separability  are  the  distinguishing  properties 
of  extended  objects.    And  to  cut  short  all  disputes,  the  very 
idea  of  extension  is  copy'd  from  nothing  but  an  impression, 
and  consequently  must  perfectly  agree  to  it.     To  say  the 
idea  of  extension  agrees  to  any  thing,  is  to  say  it  is  extended.' 

The  free-thinker  may  now  triumph  in  his  turn;  and 
having  fomid  there  are  impressions  and  ideas  reaUy  extended, 
may  ask  his  antagonists,  how  they  can  incorporate  a  simple 
and  indivisible  subject  with  an  extended  perception  9  All 
the  arguments  of  Theologians  may  here  be  retorted  upon 
them.  Is  the  indivisible  subject,  or  immaterial  substance,  if 
you  will,  on  the  left  or  on  the  right  hand  of  the  perception? 
Is  it  in  this  particular  part,  or  in  that  other  9  Is  it  in  every 
part  without  being  extended?  Or  is  it  entire  in  any  one 
part  without  deserting  the  rest?  'Tis  impossible  to  give 
any  answer  to  these  questions,  but  what  will  both  be  absurd 
in  it'Self,  and  will  account  for  the  union  of  our  indivisible 
perceptions  with  an  extended  substance. 

This  gives  me  an  occasion  to  take  a-new  into  consider- 
ation the  question  concerning  the  substance  of  the  soul; 
and  tho'  I  have  condemned  that  question  as  utterly  unintelli- 
gible, yet  I  cannot  forbear  proposing  some  farther  reflections 
concerning  it.     I  assert,  that  the  doctrine  of  the  immate- 

>  [Abore,  page  849.]  '  [Introd.  §  235  and  ff.] 
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rialitj,  simplicity,  and  indivisibility  of  a  thinking  substance 
is  a  ime  atheism,  and  will  serve  to  justify  all  those  senti- 
ments, for  which  Spinoza  is  so  uniyersally  in&mous.  From 
this  topic,  I  hope  at  least  to  reap  one  advantage,  that  my 
adversaries  will  not  have  any  pretext  to  render  the  present 
doctrine  odious  by  their  declamations,  when  they  see  that 
they  can  be  so  easily  retorted  on  themJ 

The  fundamental  principle  of  the  atheism  of  Spinoza  is 
the  doctrine  of  the  simplicity  of  the  imiverse,  and  the  unity 
of  that  substance,  in  which  he  supposes  both  thought  and 
matter  to  inhere.  There  is  only  one  substance,  says  he,  in 
the  world;  and  that  substance  is  perfectly  simple  and 
indivisible,  and  exists  every  where,  without  any  local  pre- 
sence. Whatever  we  discover  externally  by  sensation; 
whatever  we  feel  internally  by  reflection;  all  these  are 
nothing  but  modifications  of  that  one,  simple,  and  necessarily 
existent  being,  and  are  not  possest  of  any  separate  or  distinct 
existence.  Every  passion  of  the  soul ;  every  configuration 
of  matter,  however  different  and  various,  inhere  in  the  same 
substance,  and  preserve  in  themselves  their  characters  of 
distinction,  without  communicating  them  to  that  subject,  in 
which  they  inhere.  The  same  tnibstratum,  if  I  may  so  speak, 
supports  the  most  different  modifications,  without  any 
difference  in  itself;  and  varies  them,  without  any  variation. 
Neither  time,  nor  place,  nor  all  the  diversity  of  nature  are 
able  to  produce  any  composition  or  change  in  its  perfect 
simpHcity  and  identity. 

I  believe  this  brief  exposition  of  the  principles  of  that 
famous  atheist  will  be  sufficient  for  the  present  purpose,  and 
that  without  entering  farther  into  these  gloomy  and  obscure 
regions,  I  shall  be  able  to  shew,  that  this  hideous  hypothesis 
is  ahnost  the  same  with  that  of  the  immat^ality  of  .the 
soul,  which  has  become  so  popular.  To  make  this  evident, 
let  us  *  remember,  that  as  every  idea  is  deriv'd  from  a  pre- 
ceding perception,  'tis  impossible  our  idea  of  a  perception, 
and  that  of  an  object  or  external  existence  can  ever  represent 
what  are  specifically  different  from  each  oth^r.  Whatever 
difference  we  may  suppose  betwixt  them,  'tis  still  incompre- 
hensible to  us;  and  we  are  oblig'd  either  to  conceive  an 
external  object  merely  as  a  relation  without  a  relative,  or  to 
make  it  the  very  same  with  a  perception  or  impression. 

»  [Introd.  §  340.]  "  Part  11,  Sect,  6. 
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The  consequence  I  shall  draw  from  this  maj,  at  first  sight,      SECT, 
appear  a  mere  sophism;    but  upon  the  least  examination 


will  be  found  solid  and  satisfactory.  I  say  then,  that  since  Of  the 
we  may  suppose,  but  never  can  conceive  a  specific  difference  *?Sf  ^  £ 
betwixt  an  object  and  impression ;  any  conclusion  we  form  the  soul. 
concerning  the  connexion  and  repugnance  of  impressions, 
will  not  be  known  certainly  to  be  applicable  to  objects ;  but 
that  on  the  other  hand,  whatever  conclusions  of  this  kind  we 
form  concerning  objects,  will  most  certainly  be  applicable  to 
impressions.  The  reason  is  not  difficult.  As  an  object  is 
suppos'd  to  be  different  from  an  impression,  we  cannot  be 
sure,  that  the  circumstance,  upon  which  we  found  our 
reasoning,  is  common  to  both,  supposing  we  form  the 
reasoning  upon  the  impression.  'Tis  still  possible,  that  the 
object  may  differ  from  it  in  that  particular.  But  when  we 
first  form  our  reasoning  concerning  the  object,  'tis  beyond 
doubt,  that  the  same  reasoning  must  extend  to  the  impres- 
sion :  And  that  because  the  quality  of  the  object,  upon 
which  the  argument  is  founded,  must  at  least  be  conceiv'd 
by  the  mind;  and  cou'd  not  be  conceived,  unless  it  were 
common  to  an  impression;  since  we  have  no  idea  but  what 
is  derived  from  that  origin.  Thus  we  may  establish  it  as  a 
certain  maxim,  that  we  can  never,  by  any  principle,  but  by 
an  irregular  kind  ^  of  reasoning  from  experience,  discover  a 
connexion  or  repugnance  betwixt  objects,  which  extends  not 
to  impressions;  tho'  the  inverse  proposition  may  not  be 
equally  true,  that  all  the  discoverable  relations  of  impres- 
sions are  common  to  objects. 

To  apply  this  to  the  present  case ;  there  are  two  different 
systems  of  being  presented,  to  which  I  suppose  myself  under 
a  necessity  of  assigning  some  substance,  or  ground  of  inhe- 
sion. I  observe  first  the  xmiverse  of  objects  or  of  body : 
The  sun,  moon  and  stars ;  the  earth,  seas,  plants,  animals, 
men,  ships,  houses,  and  other  productions  either  of  art  or 
nature.  Here  Spinoza  appears,  and  tells  me,  that  these  are 
only  modifications;  and  that  the  subject,  in  which  they 
inhere,  is  simple,  incompounded,  and  indivisible.  After  this 
I  consider  the  other  system  of  beings,  viz.  the  universe  of 
thought,  or  my  impressions  and  ideas.  There  I  observe 
another  sun,  moon  and  stars ;  an  earth,  and  seas,  cover'd 
and  inhabited  by  plants  and  animals ;  towns,  houses,  moun- 

^  Such  as  that  of  Sect  2,  from  the  coherence  of  our  perceptions. 
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FART  .tains,  riyeilB;  and  in  short  eyerj  thing  I  can  discover  or 
^_  /  _^  conoeive  in  the  first  system.  Upon  ray  enquiring  concerning 
Of  the  these,  Theologians  present  themselves,  and  tell  me,  that 
^^^^^  these  also  are  modifications,  and  modifications  of  one  simple, 
systemB  uncompoonded,  and  indivisible  substance.  Immediately 
upon  which  I  am  deafen'd  with  the  noise  of  a  hundred 
voices,  that  treat  the  first  hypothesis  with  detestation  and 
scorn,  and  the  second  with  applause  and  veneration. .  I  turn 
my  attention  to  these  hypotheses  to  see  what  may  be  the 
reason  of  so  great  a  partiality;  and  find  that  they  have  the 
same  fault  of  being  unintelligible,  and  that  as  far  as  we  can 
understand  them,  they  are  so  much  alike,  that  'tis  impossible 
to  discover  any  absurdity  in  one,  which  is  not  common  to 
both  of  them.  We  have  no  idea  of  any  quaJity  in  an  object, 
which  does  not  agree  to,  and  may  not  represent  a  quality  in 
an  impression ;  and  that  because  all  our  ideas  are  derived 
from  our  impressions.  We  can  never,  therefore,  find  any 
repugnance  betwixt  an  extended  object  as  a  modification, 
and  a  simple  uncompounded  essence,  as  its  substance,  unless 
that  repugnance  takes  place  equally  betwixt  the  perception 
or  impression  of  that  extended  object,  and  the  same  uncom- 
pounded essence.  Every  idea  of  a  quality  in  an  object 
passes  thro'  an  impression ;  and  therefore  every  perceivable 
relation,  whether  of  connexion  or  repugnance,  must  be 
common  both  to  objects  and  impressions. 

But  tho'  this  argument,  consider'd  in  general,  seems  evi- 
dent beyond  all  doubt  and  contradiction,  yet  to  make  it  more 
clear  and  sensible,  let  us  survey  it  in  detail ;  and  see  whether 
all  the  absurdities,  which  have  been  found  in  the  system  of 
Spinoza,  may  not  likewise  be  discover'd  in  that  of  Theo- 
logians.^ 

First,  It  has  been  said  against  Spinoza,  according  to  the 
scholastic  way  of  talking,  rather  than  thinking,  that  a  mode, 
not  being  any  distinct  or  separate  existence,  must  be  the  very 
same  with  its  substance,  and  consequently  the  extension  of 
the  universe,  must  be  in  a  manner  identify'd  with  that  simple, 
uncompounded  essence,  in  which  the  universe  is  suppos'd  to 
inhere.  But  this,  it  may  be  pretended,  is  utterly  impossible 
and  inconceivable  unless  the  indivisible  substance  expand 
itself,  so  as  to  correspond  to  the  extension,  or  the  extension 
contmct  itself,  so  as  to  answer  to  the  indivisible  substance. 

*  See  Bayles  dictiooaxy,  article  of  Spmosa, 
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This  argument  seems  just,  as  far  as  we  can  understand  it ;      SECT. 
and  'tis  plain  nothing  is  required,  but  a  change  in  the  terms,  to        ^' 


apply  the  same  argument  to  our  extended  perceptions,  and  of  tho 
the  simple  essence  of  the  soul ;  the  ideas  of  objects  and  per-  i?™**®* 
captions  being  in  every  respect  the  same,  only  attended  with  5ie  boiS. 
the  supposition  of  a  difference,  that  is  unknown  and  incom- 
prehensible. 

Secondly,  It  has  been  said,  that  we  have  no  idea  of.  sub- 
stance, which  is  not  applicable  to  matter;  nor  any  idea  of 
a  distinct  substance,  which  is  not  applicable  to  every  distinct 
portion  of  matter.  Matter,  therefore,  is  not  a  mode  but  a 
substance,  and  each  part  of  matter  is  not  a  distinct  mode, 
but  a  distinct  substance.  I  have  already  proved,  that  we  have 
no  perfect  idea  of  substance ;  but  that  taking  it  for  aome^ 
thing y  thai  can  exist  hy  itself,  'tis  evident  every  perception  is 
a  substance,  and  every  distinct  part  of  a  perception  a 
distinct  substance :  And  consequently  the  one  hypothesis 
labours  under  the  same  difficulties  in  this  respect  with  the 
other. 

Thirdly,  It  has  been  objected  to  the  system  of  one  simple 
substance  in  the  universe,  that  this  substance  being  the  sup- 
port or  sfuhsi/ratmn  of  every  thing,  must  at  the  very  same 
instant  be  modify'd  into  forms,  which  are  contrary  and 
incompatible.  The  round  and  square  figures  are  incom- 
patible in  the  same  substance  at  the  same  time.  How  then 
is  it  possible,  that  the  same  substance  can  at  once  be 
modify'd  into  that  square  table,  and  into  this  round  one  P  I 
ask  the  same  question  concerning  the  impressions  of  these 
tables ;  and  find  that  the  answer  is  no  more  satisfactory  in 
one  case  than  in  the  other. 

It  appears,  then,  that  to  whatever  side  we  turn,  the  same 
difficulties  follow  us,  and  that  we  cannot  advance  one  step 
towards  the  establishing  the  simplicity  and  immateriality  of 
the  soul,  without  preparing  the  way  for  a  dangerous  and 
irrecoverable  atheism.  'Tis  the  same  case,  if  instead  of 
calling  thought  a  modification  of  the  soul,  we  shou'd  give  it 
the  more  antient,  and  yet  more  modish  name  of  an  acHon.  By 
an  action  we  mean  much  the  same  thing,  as  what  is  com- 
monly call'd  an  abstract  mode ;  that  is,  something,  which, 
properly  speaking,  is  neither  distinguishable,  nor  separable 
from  its  substance,  and  is  only  conceived  by  a  distinction  of 
reason,  or  an  abstraction.    But  nothing  is  gain'd  by  this 
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PART  change  of  the  term  of  modification^  for  that  of  action  ;  nor 

.  ^y*  ^  do  we  free  ourselves  from  one  single  difficulty  by  its  means ; 

Of  the  a^  will  appear  from  the  two  following  reflections, 
sceptical  Pirst,  I  obscrve,  that  the  word,  action,  according  to  this 

and  other  tj?  i»«j.  •j.ii_  luj. 

Bystems  explication  of  it,  can  never  justly  be  apply  d  to  any  percep- 
of  phiio-  tion,  as  deriv'd  from  a  mind  or  thinking  substance.  Our 
^^  ^'  perceptions  are  all  really  different,  and  separable,  and  dis- 
tinguishable from  each  other,  and  from  everything  else, 
which  we  can  imagine ;  and  therefore  'tis  impossible  to  con- 
ceive, how  they  can  be  the  action  or  abstract  mode  of  any 
substance.  The  instance  of  motion,  which  is  commonly 
made  use  of  to  shew  after  what  manner  perception  depends, 
as  an  action,  upon  its  substance,  rather  confounds  than 
instructs  us.^  Motion  to  all  appearance  induces  no  real  nor 
essential  change  on  the  body,  but  only  yaries  its  relation  to 
other  objects.  But  betwixt  a  person  in  the  morning  walking 
in  a  garden  with  company,  agreeable  to  him ;  and  a  person 
in  the  afternoon  inclos'd  in  a  dungeon,  and  fiill  of  terror, 
despair,  and  resentment,  there  seems  to  be  a  radical  difference, 
and  of  quite  another  kind,  than  what  is  produced  on  a  body 
by  the  change  of  its  situation.  As  we  conclude  from  the 
distinction  and  separability  of  their  ideas,  that  external 
objects  have  a  separate  existence  from  each  other ;  so  when 
we  make  these  ideas  themselves  our  objects,  we  must  draw 
the  same  conclusion  concerning  them,  according  to  the  pre- 
cedent reasoning.  At  least  it  must  be  confest,  that  having 
no  idea  of  the  substance  of  the  soul,  'tis  impossible  for  us  to 
tell  how  it  can  admit  of  such  differences,  and  even  contra- 
rieties of  perception  without  any  fundamental  change ;  and 
consequently  can  never  tell  in  what  sense  perceptions  are 
actions  of  that  substance.  The  use,  therefore,  of  the  word, 
action,  unaccompany'd  with  any  meaning,  instead  of  that  of 
modification,  makes  no  addition  to  our  knowledge,  nor  is  of 
any  advantage  to  the  doctrine  of  the  immateriality  of  the 

soul. 

I  add  in  the  second  place,  that  if  it  brings  any  advantage 
to  that  cause,  it  must  bring  an  equal  to  the  cause  of  atheism. 
For  do  our  Theologians  pretend  to  make  a  monopoly  of  the 
word,  action,  and  may  not  the  atheists  likevnse  taJke  pos- 
session of  it,  and  a&rm  that  plants,  animals,  men,  &c.  are 
nothing  but  particular  actions  of  one  simple  universal  sub- 

>  [Of.  Locke,  EaaAy,  Book  II.  ch.  1,  {  10.] 
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stance,  which  exerts  itself  from  a  blind  and  absolute  neces-     BECT. 

sity  ?     This  you'll  say  is  utterly  absurd.     I  own  'tis  unin-  >_    ,' 

telligible;  but  at  the  same  time  assert,  according  to  the  Of  the 
principles  above-explain'd,  that  'tis  impossible  to  discover  ^^TfJ^J^ 
any  absurdity  in  the  supposition,  that  all  the  various  objects  the  soul, 
in  nature  are  actions  of  one  simple  substance,  which  absur-      '   ; 
dity  will  not  be  applicable  to  a  like  supposition  concerning 
impressions  and  ideas. 

From  these  hypotheses  concerning  the  substance  and  local 
conjuncUon  of  our  perceptions,  we  may  pass  to  another,  which 
is  more  intelligible  than  the  former,  and  more  important 
than  the  latter,  viz.  concerning  the  coAise  of  our  perceptions. 
Matter  and  motion,  'tis  commonly  said  in  the  schools,  how- 
ever vary'd,  are  still  matter  and  motion,  and  produce  only  a 
difference  in  the  position  and  situation  of  objects.  Divide  a 
body  as  often  as  you  please,  'tis  still  body.  Place  it  in  any 
figure,  nothing  ever  results  but  figure,  or  the  relation  of 
parts.  Move  it  in  any  manner,  you  still  find  motion  or  a 
change  of  relation.  'Tis  absurd  to  imagine,  that  motion  in 
a  circle,  for  instance,  shou'd  be  nothing  but  merely  motion 
in  a  circle;  while  motion  in  another  direction,  as  in  an 
ellipse,  shou'd  also  be  a  passion  or  moral  reflection ;  That 
the  shocking  of  two  globular  particles  shou'd  become  a  sen- 
sation of  pain,  and  that  the  meeting  of  two  triangular  ones 
shou'd  afford  a  pleasure.  Now  as  these  different  shocks,  and 
variations,  and  mixtures  are  the  only  changes,  of  which 
matter  is  susceptible,  and  as  these  never  afford  us  any  idea 
of  thought  or  perception,  'tis  concluded  to  be  impossible, 
that  thought  can  ever  be  caus'd  by  matter. 

Few  have  been  able  to  withstand  the  seeming  evidence  of 
this  argument;  and  yet  nothing  in  the  world  is  more  easy 
than  to  refute  it.  We  need  only  reflect  on  what  has  been 
prov'd  at  large,  that  we  are  never  sensible  of  any  connexion 
betwixt  causes  and  effects,  and  that  'tis  only  by  our  expe- 
rience of  their  constant  conjunction,  we  can  arrive  at  any 
knowledge  of  this  relation.  Now  as  all  objects,  which  are 
not  contrary,  are  susceptible  of  a  constant  conjunction,  and 
as  no  real  objects  are  contrary  ;^  I  have  inferr'd  from  these 
principles,  that  to  consider  the  matter  a  priori,  any  thing 
may  produce^ any  thing,  and  that  we  shall  never  discover  a 

>  Part  III.   Sect  16.   [Cf.    Part  I.  Sect.   5;  on  the  sixth  sort  of    Philoso-      I 
phical  relation/— Ed.]  > 

VOL.  I.  MM 


5d0 


A  TREATISE  OF  HUMAN  NATURE. 


Pake  rv. 


PART 
IV. 

Of  the 
Kepdciil 
and  other 
■ysteme 
of  philo- 
fiopny. 


reason,  why  any  object  may  or  may  not  be  the  cauBe  of  any 
other,  however  g^reat,  or  however  little  the  resemblance  may 
be  betwixt  them.    This  evidently  destroys  the  precedent 
reasoning  concerning  the  cause  of  thought  or  perception. 
For  tho'  there  appear  no  manner  of  connexion  betwixt  motion 
or  thought,  the  case  is  the  same  with  all  other  causes  and 
effects.    Place  one  body  of  a  pound  weight  on  one  end  of  a 
lever,  and  another  body  of  the  same  weight  on  another  end ; 
you  will  never  find  in  these  bodies  any  principle  of  motion 
dependent  on  their  distances  &om  the  center,  more  thaxi  of 
thought  and  perception.     If  you  pretend,  therefore,  to  prove 
a  priori,  that  such  a  position  of  bodies   can  never   cause 
thought;  because  turn  it  which  way  you  will,  'tis  nothing' 
but  a  position  of  bodies ;  you  must  by  the  same  course   of 
reasoning  conclude,  that  it  can  never  produce  motion ;   since 
there  is  no  more  apparent  connexion  in  the  one  case  than    in 
the  other.     But  as  this  latter  conclusion  is  contrary    to 
evident  experience,  and  as  'tis  possible  we  may  have  a   like 
experience  in  the  operations  of  the  mind,  and  may  perceive 
a  constant  conjunction  of  thought  and  motion ;  you  reason 
too  hastily,  when  from  the  mere  consideration  of  the  ideas, 
you  conclude  that  'tis  impossible  motion  can  ever  produce 
thought,  or  a  different  position  of  parts  give  rise  to  a  dif- 
ferent passion  or  reflection.     Nay  'tis  not  only  possible  we 
may  have  such  an  experience,  but  'tis  certain  we  hare  it ; 
since  every  one  may  perceive,  that  the  different  dispositions 
of  his  body  change  his  thoughts   and   sentiments.     And 
shou'd  it  be  said,  that  this  depends  on  the  union  of  soul  and 
body ;  I  wou'd  answer,  that  we  must  separate  the  question 
oonceming  the  substance  of  the  mind  from  that  concerning 
the  cause  of  its  thought ;  and  that  confining  ourselves  to  the 
latter  question  we  find  by  the  comparing  their  ideas,  that 
thought  and  motion  are  different  from  each  other,  and  by 
experience,  that  they  are  constantly  united  ;  which  being  all 
the  circumstances,  that  enter  into  the  idea  of  cause  and 
effect,  when  apply'd  to  the  operations  of  matter,  we  may 
certainly  conclude,  that  motion  may  be,  and  actually  is, 
the  cause  of  thought  and  perception. 

There  seems  only  this  dilemma  leFb  us  in  the  present  case; 
either  to  assert,  that  nothing  can  be  the  cause  of  another, 
but  where  the  mind  can  perceive  the  connexion  in  its  idea 
of  the  objects :    Or  to  maintain,  that  all  objects,  which  we 
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find   constantly  conjoined,  are  npon  that  account  to  be  re-      sect. 
g'a^xrcled  as  causes  and  effects.     If  we  choose  the  first  part  of  .     y- 
tlie    dilemma,  these  are  the   consequences.     First,  We  in  ofthe 
reality  afiBrm,  that  there  is  no  such  thing  in  the  universe  as  immate- 
a.   cause  or  productive  principle,  not  even  the  deity  himself;  3ie  »nl. 
since  our  idea  of  that  supreme  Being  is  deriv'd  from  par- 
ticular impressions,  none  of  which  contain  any  efficacy,  nor 
seem  to  have  any  connexion  with  any  other  existence.   As  to 
v^liat  may  be  said,  that  the  connexion  betwixt  the  idea  of 
an   infinitely  powerfid  being,  and  that  of  any  effect,  which 
lie  wills,  is  necessary  and  unavoidable ;  I  answer,  that  we 
liave  no  idea  of  a  being  endowed  with  any  power^much  JeflS 
of  one  endow'd  with  infinite  power.     But  if  we  will  change 
expressions,  we  can  only  define  power  by  connexion ;   and 
tlien  in  saying,  that  the  idea  of  an  infinitely  powerful  being 
is  connected  with  that  of  every  effect,  which  he  wills,  we 
really  do  no  more  than  assert,  that  a  being,  whose  volition 
is  connected  with  every  effect,  is  connected  with  every  effect ; 
-which  is  an  identical  proposition,  and  gives  us  no  insight 
into  the  nature  of  this  power  or  connexion.     But,  secondly , 
supposing,  that  the  deity  were  the  great  and  efficacious  prin- 
ciple, which  supplies  the  deficiency  of  all  causes,  this  leads 
US  into  the  grossest  impieties  and  absurdities.     For  upon 
the  same  account,  that  we  have  recourse  to  him  in  natural 
operations,  and  assert  that  matter  cannot  of  itself  commu- 
nicate motion,  or  produce  thought,  via,  because  there  is  no 
apparent  connexion  betwixt  these  objects ;  I  say,  upon  the 
very  same  account,  we  must  acknowledge  that  the  deity  is  the 
author  of  all  our  volitions  and  perceptions ;  since  they  have 
no  more  apparent  connexion  either  with  one .  another,  or 
with  the  supposed  but  unknown  substance  of  the  soul.     This 
agency  of  the  supreme  Being  we  know  to  have  been  asserted 
by  ^  several  philosophers  with  relation  to  all  the  actions  of 
the  mind,  except  volition,  or  rather  an  inconsiderable  part 
of  volition ;  tho'  ^tis  easy  to  perceive,  that  this  exception  is 
a  mere  pretext,  to  avoid  the  dangerous  consequences  of  that 
doctrine.     If  nothing  be  active  but  what  has  an  apparent 
power,  thought  is  in  no  case  any  more  active  than  matter ; 
and  if  this  inactivity  must  make  us  have  recourse  to  a  deity, 
the  supreme  being  is  the  real  cause  of  all  our  actions,  bad 
as  well  as  good,  vicious  as  well  as  virtuous.^ 

>  As  &ther  Makhranohe  and  other  Cartenans,       '  [Introd.  Beet,  841.] 
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Thus  we  are  necessarily  reduced  to  the  other  side  of  the 
dilemma,  viz.  that  all  objects,  which  are  found  to  be  con- 
stantly conjoin'dy  are  upon  that  account  only  to  be  regarded 
as  causes  and  effects.  Now  as  all  objects,  which  are  not 
contrary,  are*  susceptible  of  a  constant  conjunction,  and  as 
no  real  objects  are  contrary' ;  it  follows,  liiat  for  ought  we 
can  determine  by  the  mere  ideas,  any  thing  may  be  the 
cause  or  effect  of  any  thing ;  which  evidently  gives  the  ad- 
vantage to  the  materialists  above  their  antagonists. 

To  pronounce,  then,  the  final  deci^on  upon  the  whole ; 
the  question  concerning  the  substance  of  the  soul  is  abso- 
lutely unintelligible ;  All  our  perceptions  are  not  susceptible 
of  a  local  union,  either  with  what  is  extended  or  unex- 
tended ;  there  being  some  of  them  of  the  one  kind,  and 
some  of  the  other:  And  as  the  constant  conjunction  of 
objects  constitutes  the  very  essence  of  cause  and  effect, 
matter  and  motion  may  often  be  regarded  as  the  causes  of 
thought,  as  far  as  we  have  any  notion  of  that  relation. 

'Tis  certainly  a  kind  of  indignity  to  philosophy,  whose 
sovereign  authority  ought  every  where  to  be  acknowledged, 
to  oblige  her  on  every  occasion  to  make  apologies  for  her 
conclusions,  and  justify  herself  to  every  particular  art  and 
science,  which  may  be  offended  at  her.  This  puts  one  in 
mind  of  a  king  arraign'd  for  high-treason  against  his  sub- 
jects. There  is  only  one  occasion,  when  philosophy  will 
think  it  necessary  and  even  honourable  to  justify  herself,  and 
that  is,  when  religion  may  seem  to  be  in  the  least  offended ; 
whose  rights  are  as  dear  to  her  as  her  own,  and  are  indeed 
the  same.  K  any  one,  therefore,  shou'd  imagine  that  the 
foregoing  arguments  are  any  ways  dangerous  to  religion,  I 
hope  the  following  apology  will  remove  his  apprehensions. 

There  is  no  foundation  for  any  conclusion  a  priori,  either 
concerning  the  operations  or  duration  of  any  object,  of 
which  'tis  possible  for  the  human  mind  to  form  a  conception. 
Any  object  may  be  imagined  to  become  entirely  inactive,  or 
to  be  annihilated  in  a  moment ;  and  'tis  an  evident  prin- 
ciple, that  whatever  we  can  imagine,  is  possible.  Now  this  is 
no  more  true  of  matter,  than  of  spirit ;  of  an  extended  com- 
pounded substance,  than  of  a  simple  and  Unextended.  In 
both  cases  the  metaphysical  arguments  for  the  immortality 
of  the  soul  are  equally  inconclusive ;  and  in  both  cases  the 

*  [See  note  on  page  529.] 
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moral  argaments  and  those  deriy'd  from  the  analogy  ofl    SECT, 
nature  are  equally  strong  and  convincing.   If  my  philosophy,    .     ^' 
therefore,  makes  no  addition  to  the  argaments  for  religion,  'Of  the 
I  have  at  least  the  satisfaction  to  think  it  takes  nothing/  i?im»te- 
from  them,  bat  that  every  thing  remains  precisely  as  be4  tfaVsoul. 
fore. 

Sect.  VI. — Of  Personal  Identity. 

There  are  some  philosophers,  who  imagine  we  are  every 
moment  intimately  conscioas  of  what  we  call  oar  Self  ;  that  ' 
we  feel  its  existence  and  its  continuance  in  existence ;  and 
are  certain,  beyond  the  evidence  of  a  demonstration,  both  of 
its  perfect  identity  and  simplicity.  The  strongest  sensation,  \ 
the  most  violent  passion,  say  they,  instead  of  distracting  us 
from  this  view,  only  fix  it  the  more  intensely,  and  make  us 
consider  their  inflaence  on  self  either  by  their  pain  or  plea- 
sure. To  attempt  a  farther  proof  of  this  were  to  weaken  its 
evidence;  since  no  proof  can  be  derived  from  any  fact,  of 
which  we  are  so  intimately  conscioas;  nor  is  there  any 
thing,  of  which  we  can  be  certain,  if  we  doubt  of  this. 

Unluckily  all  these  positive  assertions  are  contrary  to  that 
very  experience,  which  is  pleaded  for  them,  nor  have  we 
any  idea  of  self  after  the  manner  it  is  here  explain'd.  Por  \ 
fix)m  what  Jmpression  cou'd  this  idea  be  derived  P  This  j 
question  'tis  fmpossible  to  answer  without  a  manifest  con- 
tradiction and  absurdity;  and  yet  'tis  a  question,  which 
must  necessarily  be  answer'd,  if  we  wou'd  have  the  idea  of 
self  pass  for  clear  and  intelligible.  It  must  be  some  one 
impression,  that  gives  rise  to  every  real  idea.  But  self  or 
person  is  not  any  one  impression,  but  that  to  which  our 
several  impressions  and  ideas  are  suppos'd  to  have  a  refer- 
ence. If  any  impression  gives  rise  to  the  idea  of  self,  that 
impression  must  continue  invariably  the  same,  thro'  the 
whole  course  of  our  lives ;  since  self  is  suppos'd  to  exist 
after  that  manner.  But  there  is  no  impression  constant  and 
invariable.  Pain  and  pleasure,  grief  and  joy,  passions  and 
sensations  succeed  each  other,  and  never  all  exist  at  the 
same  time;  It  cannot,  therefore,  be  from  any  of  these  im- 
pressions, or  from  any  other,  that  the  idea  of  self  is  deriv'd ; 
and  consequentiy  there  is  no  such  idea.^ 
But  farther,  what  must  become  of  all  our  particular  per- 

>  [Intiod.  Sect  205.] 
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PABT     cepiions  upon  this  hypothesis  P     All  these  are  different,  and 

.    ^-    .  distinguishable,  and  separable  from  each  other,  and  may  be 

Of  the        separately  consider'd,  and  may  exist  sepa^^ately,  and  have  no 

sc^cftl      need  of  any  thing  to  support  their  existence.    After  wbat 

^^^"    manner,  therefore,  do  they  belong  to  self;  and  how   are 

of  phiio-     they  connected  with  it?    For  my  part,  when  I  ent«r  most 

^^  ^*        intimately  into  what  I  call  myself,  I  always  stumble  on  some 

'    particul&r  perception  or  other,  of  heat  or  cold,  light  or  shade, 

loye  or  hatred,  pain  or  pleasure.     I  never  can  catch  mysdf 

at  any  time  without  a  perception,  and  never  can  observe  any 

thing  but  the  perception.    When  my  perceptiolis'are  remov'd 

Tor  any  lime,  as  by'sound  sleep ;  so  long  am  I  insensible  of 

'  f<ny%df  and  may  iruly  be  said  not  to  exist.     And  were  aU 

my  perceptions  remov'd  by  death,  and  cou'd  I  neither  think, 

nor  feel,  nor  see,  nor  love,  nor  hate  after  the  dissolution  of 

my  body,  I  shou'd  be  entirely  annihilated,  nor  do  I  conceive 

what  is  farther  requisite  to  make  me  a  perfect  non-entity. 

If  any  one,  upon  serious  and  unprejudic'd  reflection,  thinks 

he  has  a  different  notion  of  himsdf  I  must  confess  I  can 

reason  no  longer  with  him.    All  I  can  allow  him  is,  that  he 

may  be  in  the  right  as  well  as  I,  and  that  we  are  essentially 

different  in  this  particular.     He  may,  perhaps,   perceive 

something  simple  and  continu'd,  which  he  calls  himself;  tho' 

I  am  certainJthere  is  no  such  principlcj^in  me. 

But  setting  aside  some  metaphysicians  of  this  kind,  I  may 
venture  to  afErm  of  the  rest  of  mankind,  that  they  are 
nothing  but  a  bundle  or  collection  of  different  perceptions, 
which  succeed  each  other  with  an  inconceivable  rapidity, 
and  are  in  a  perpetual  flux  and  movement.  Our  eyes  cannot 
turn  in  their  sockets  without  varying  our  perceptions.  Our 
thought  is  stiU  more  variable  than  our  sight ;  and  all  our 
other  senses  and  faculties  contribute  to  this  change ;  nor  is 
there  any  single  power  of  the  soul,  which  remains  unaltei^ 
ably  the  same,  perhaps  for  one  moment*  The  mind  is  a 
/\  kind  of  theatre,  where  several  perceptions  successively  make 
'  their  appearance  3  pass,  re-pass,  glide  away,  and  mingle  in 
an  infinite  variety  of  postures  and  situations.  There  is 
properly  no  simplidiy  in  it  at  one  time,  nor  idenJbity  in 
different;  whatever  natural  propension  we  may  have  to 
imagine  that  simplicity  and  identity.  The  comparison  of 
the  theatre  must  not  mislead  us.  They  are  the  successive 
perceptions  only,  that  constitute  the  mind;  nor  have  we  the 
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most  distant  notion  of  the  place,  where  these  scenes  are      8E0T. 
x-epresented^  or  of  the  materials,  of  which  it  is  composed.*         .    ^ 

What  theh  gives  ns  so  great  a  propension  to  ascribe  an  of  p«r- 
identity  to  these  successive  perceptions,  and  to  suppose  our-  f?"*l. 
selves  i)Ossest  of  an  invariable  and  uninterrupted  existence 
thro*  the  whole  course  of  our  lives?  In  order  to  answer 
this  question,  we  must  distinguish  betwixt  personal  identity, 
as  it  regards  our  thought  or  imagination,  and  as  it  regards 
our  passions  or  the  concern  we  taJke  in  ourselves.  The  first 
is  our  present  subject;  and  to  explain  it  perfectly  we  must 
take  the  matter  pretty  deep,  and  account  for  that  identity, 
which  we  attribute  to  plf|.nt8  and  animals ;  there  being 
a  great  analogy  betwixt  it,  and  the  identity  of  a  self  or 
person. 

We  have  a  distinct  idea  of  an  object,  that  remains  in- 
variable and  uninterrupted  thro'  a  supposed  variation  of 
time ;  and  this  idea  we  call  that  of  identity  or  sameness.  We 
have  also  a  distinct  idea  of  several  different  objects  existing 
in  succession,  and  connected  together  by  a  close  relation;' 
and  this  to  an  accurate  view  affords  as  perfect  a  notion  of 
diversity y  as  if  there  was  no  manner  of  relation  among  the 
objects.  But  tho'  these  two  ideas  of  identity,  and  a  suc- 
cession of  related  objects  be  in  themselves  perfectly  distinct, 
and  even  contrary,  yet  'tis  certain,  that  in  our  common  way 
of  thinking  they  are  generally  confounded  with  each  other. 
That  action  of  the  imagination,  by  which  we  consider  the  unin- 
terrupted and  invariable  object,  and  that  by  which  we  reflect 
on  the  succession  of  related  objects,  are  almost  the  same  to 
the  feeling,  nor  is  there  much  more  effort  of  thought  required 
in  the  latter  case  than  in  the  former.  The  relation  facili- 
tates the  transition  of  the  mind  from  one  object  to  another, 
and  renders  its  passage  as  smooth  as  if  it  contemplated  one 
continued  object.  This  resemblance  is  the  cause  of  the 
confusion  and  mistake,  and  makes  us  substitute  the  notion 
of  identity,  instead  of  that  of  related  objects.  However  at 
one  instant  we  may  consider  the  related  succession  as 
variable  or  interrupted,  we  are  sure  the  next  to  ascribe  to  it 
a  perfect  identity^  and  regard  it  as  invariable  and  unin- 
terrupted.    Our  propensity  to  this  mistake  is  so  great  from 

*  [Intiod.  Sect.  842.]  meanB  *  natmal   relation '  in  Hume's 

'  [It  is  essential  to  bear  in  mind      sense  of  the  term.    See  Fart  L  Sect.  6.] 
that  throughout  this  passage  *  relation ' 


of  phil< 
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FART     the  resemblance  aboye-mention'd,  that  we  fall  into  it  before 
-_^'    ^  we  are  aware ;  and  tho'  we  incessantly  correct  onrselTes  by 
Of  the        reflection,  and  return  to  a  more  accurate  method  of  tliinkiiig, 
"<»{^«l      yet  we  cannot  long  sustain  our  philosophy,  or  take   off  this 
^^^tMDs       biass  from  the  imagination.     Our  last  resource  is  to  yield  to 
>hilo-      it,  and  boldly  assert  that  these  different  related  objects  are 
in  effect  the  same,  however  interrupted  and  variable.     In 
order  to  justify  to  ourselves  this  absurdity,  we  often  feign 
some  new  and  unintelligible  principle,  that  connects    the 
objects  together,  and  prevents  their  interruption  or  varia- 
tion.   Thus  we  feign  the  continu'd  existence  of  tbe  per- 
ceptions of  our  senses,  to  remove  the  interruption  ;    and 
run  into  the  notion  of  a  soul,  and  self,  and  svhstcL'^ieey   to 
disguise  the  variation.     But  we  may  farther  observe^  that 
where  we  do  not  give  rise  to  such  a  fiction,  our  propension 
to  confound  identity  with  relation  is  so  great,  that  we  are 
apt  to  imagine  ^  something  unknown  and  mysterious^  con- 
necting the  parts,  beside  their  relation ;  and  this  I  take  to 
be  the  case  with  regard  to  the  identity  we  ascribe  to  plants 
and  vegetables.    And  even  when  this  does  not  take   place, 
we  still  feel  a  propensity  to  confound  these  ideas,  tho'  we 
are  not  able  fully  to  satisfy  ourselves  in  that  particular,  nor 
find  any  thing  invariable  and  uninterrupted  to  justify  our 
notion  of  identity.' 
/  Thus  the  controversy  concerning  identity  id  not  merely  a 
dispute  of  words.     For  when  we  attribute  identity,  in  an 
improper  sense,  to  variable    or    interrupted    objects,    our 
mistake  is  not  confin'd  to  the  expression,  but  is  commonly 
attended  with  a  fiction,  either  of  something  invariable  and 
uninterrupted,  or  of  something  mysterious  and  inexplicable, 
or  at  least  with  a  propensity  to  such  fictions.     What  will 
suffice  to  prove  this  hypothesis  to  the  satisfaction  of  every 
fair  enquirer,  is  to  shew  from  daily  experience  and  observa- 
tion, that  the  objects,  which  are  variable  or  interrupted,  and 
yet  are  supposed  to  continue  the  same,  are  such  only  as 
consist  of  a  succession  of  parts,  connected    together   by 
I  resemblance,  contiguity,  or  causation.     For  as  such  a  suc- 
cession answers  evidently  to  our  notion  of  diversity,  it  can 

*  If  tho  reader  is  desironB  to  see  how  reasonings  concerning  the  uniting  prin- 

a  great  genins   may  be  inflaenc'd  by  dple  of  the  universe,  and  the  identity 

these  seemingly  trivial  principles  of  the  of  plants  and  animals.    See  his  Moral- 

imagination,  as  well  as  tbe  mere  vulgar,  ists :  or,  PhUoaophical  rhapsody, 
let    him  read   my  Lord  ShafUbur^s  *  [Introd.  Sect  343.] 
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only  be  by  mistake  we  ascribe  to  it  an  identity ;  and  as  the      SECT, 
relation  of  parts,  which  leads  ns  into  this  mistake,  is  really  .  _  ^' 
nothing  bnt  a  quality,  which  produces  an  association  of  of  per- 
ideas,  and  an  easy  transition  of  the  imagination  from  one  to  ^^'^L 
another,  it  can  only  be  from  the  resemblance,  which  this  act  \ 
of  the  mind  bears  to  that,  by  which  we  contemplate  one  ' 
continu'd  object,  that  the  error  arises.     Our  chief  business, 
then,  must  be  to  prove,  that  all  objects,  to  which  we  ascribe 
identity,  without  observing  their  invariableness  and  uninter- 
ruptedness,  are  such  as  consist  of  a  succession  of  related 
objects. 

In  order  to  this,  suppose  any  mass  of  matter,  of  which  the 
parts  are  contiguous  and  connected,  to  be  plac'd  before  us ; 
'tis  plain  we  must  attribute  a  perfect  identity  to  this  mass, 
provided  all  the  parts  continue  uninterruptedly  and  invariably 
the  same,  whatever  motion  or  change  of  place  we  may 
observe  either  in  the  whole  or  in  any  of  the  parts.  But 
supposing  some  very  anudl  or  inconsiderable  part  to  be  added 
to  the  mass,  or  substracted  from  it;  tho'  this  absolutely 
destroys  the  identity  of  the  whole,  strictly  speaking ;  yet  as 
we  seldom  think  so  accurately,  we  scruple  not  to  pronounce 
a  mass  of  matter  the  same,  where  we  find  so  trivial  an  altera- 
tion. The  passage  of  the  thought  from  the  object  before 
the  change  to  the  object  after  it,  is  so  smooth  and  easy,  that 
we  scarce  perceive  the  transition,  and  are  apt  to  imagine, 
that  'tis  nothing  but  a  continu'd  survey  of  the  same  object. 

There  is  a  very  remarkable  circumstance,  that  attends  this 
experiment ;  which  is,  that  tho'  the  change  of  any  consider- 
able part  in  a  mass  of  matter  destroys  the  identity  of  the 
whole,  yet  we  must  measure  the  greatness  of  the  part,  not 
absolutely,  but  by  its  proporidon  to  the  whole.  The  addition 
or  diminution  of  a  mountain  wou'd  not  be  sufficient  to  pro- 
duce a  diversity  in  a  planet ;  tho'  the  change  of  a  very  few 
inches  wou'd  be  able  to  destroy  the  identity  of  some  bodies. 
'Twill  be  impossible  to  account  for  this,  but  by  reflecting 
that  objects  operate  upon  the  mind,  and  break  or  interrupt 
the  continuity  of  its  actions  not  according  to  their  real 
greatness,  but  according  to  their  proportion  to  each  other : 
And  therefore,  since  this  interruption  makes  an  object  cease 
to  appear  the  same,  it  must  be  the  uninterrupted  progress  of 
the  thought,  which  constitutes  the  imperfect  identity. 

This  may  be  confirmed  by  another  pheanomenon.   A  change 
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FABT     in  any  considerable  part  of  a  body  destroys  its  identity ;  hot 
^^'       'tis  remarkable,  that  where  the  change  is  prodac'd.  ffraduaZly 


Of  the        ftnd  insensibly  we  are  less  apt  to  ascribe  to  it  the  same  effect. 

«»P*^><?1      The  reason  can  plainly  be  no  other,  than  that  the  mind,  in 

systems       following  the  saccessive  changes  of  the  body,  feels   an  easy 

of  phiio-      passage  from  the  surveying  its  condition  in  one  moment  to 

^^  ^'         the  viewing  of  it  in  another,  and  at  no  particular  time  j)er- 

ceives  any  interruption  in  its  actions.    From  which  continued 

perception,  it  ascribes  a  continu'd  existence  and  identity  to 

the  object. 

But  whatever  precaution  we  may  use  in  introducing  tlie 
changes  gradually,  and  making  them  proportionable  to  the 
whole,  'tis  certain,  that  where  the  changes  are  at  last  ob- 
served to  become  considerable,  we  make  a  scruple  of  ascribing 
identity  to  such  different  objects.    There  is,  however^  another 
artifice,  by  which  we  may  induce  the  imagination  to  adyance 
a  step  farther ;  and  that  is,  by  producing  a  reference  of  the 
parts  to  each  other,  and  a  combination  to  some  common  etid 
or  purpose.     A  ship,  of  which  a  considerable  part  has  been 
chang'd  by  frequent  reparations,  is  still  considered  as  the 
same ;  npr  does  the  difference  of  the  materials  hinder  us  from 
ascribing  an  identity  to  it.     The  common  end,  in  which  the 
parts  conspire,  is  the  same  under  all  their  variations^  and 
affords  an  easy  transition  of  the  imagination  from  one  situa- 
tion of  the  body  to  another. 

But  this  is  still  more  remarkable,  when  we  add  a  sympathy 
of  parts  to  their  common  endy  and  suppose  that  they  bear  to 
each  other,  the  reciprocal  relation  of  cause  and  effect  in  all 
their  actions  and  operations.     This  is  the   case  with  all 
animals  and  vegetables;  where  not  only  the  several  parts 
have  a  reference  to  some  general  purpose,  but  also  a  mutual 
dependance  on,  and  connexion  with  each  other.    The  effect 
of  so  strong  a  relation  is,  that  tho'  every  one  must  allow, 
that  in  a  very  few  years  both  vegetables  and  animals  endure 
a  total  change,  yet  we  still  attribute  identity  to  them,  while 
their  form,  size,  and  substance  are  entirely  alter'd.     An  oak, 
that  grows  from  a  small  plant  to  a  large  tree,  is  still  the 
same  oak;  tho'  there  be  not  one  particle  of  matter,  or  figure 
of  its  parts  the  same.    An  infant  becomes  a  man,  and  is 
sometimes  &t,  sometimes  lean,  without  any  change  in  bis 
identity. 

We  may  also  consider  the  two  following  phsenomena,  which 


Shot.  VI.  OF  THE  UNDERSTANDING.  689 

axe  remarkable  in  their  kind.  The  first  is,  that  tho'  we  SECf. 
commonly  be  able  to  distinguish  pretty  e^tly  betwizt  .  ^' 
numerical  and  specific  identity,  yet  it  sometimes  happens,  of  per- 
that  we  confound  them,  and  in  our  thinking  and  reasoning  i*^^. 
employ  the  one  for  the  other.  Thus  a  man,  who  hears  a 
noise,  that  is  frequently  interrupted  uud  renewed,  says,  it  is 
still  the  same  noise ;  tho'  'tis  evident  the  sounds  have  only  a 
specific  identity  or  resemblance,  and  there  is  nothing  nume- 
rically the  same,  but  the  cause,  which  produc'd  them.  In 
like  manner  it  may  be  said  without  breach  of  the  propriety 
of  language,  that  such  a  church,  which  was  formerly  of  brick, 
fell  to  ruin,  aud  that  the  parish  rebuilt  the  same  church  of 
free-stone,  and  according  to  modem  architecture.  Here 
neither  the  form  nor  materials  are  the  same,  nor  is  there  any 
thing  common  to  the  two  objects,  but  their  relation  to  the 
inhabitants  of  the  parish ;  and  yet  this  alone  is  sufScient  to 
make  us  denominate  them  the  same.  But  we  must  observe, 
that  in  these  cases  the  first  object  is  in  a  manner  annihilated 
before  the  second  comes  into  existence ;  by  which  means,  we 
are  never  presented  in  any  one  point  of  time  with  the  idea  of 
difference  and  multiplicity  ;  and  for  that  reason  are  less  scru- 
pulous in  calling  them  the  same. 

Secondly,  We  may  remark,  that  tho'  in  a  succession  of 
related  objects,  it  be  in  a  manner  requisite,  that  the  change 
of  parts  be  not  sudden  nor  entire,  in  order  to  preserve  the 
identity,  yet  where  the  objects  are  in  their  nature  changeable 
and  inconstant,  we  admit  of  a  more  sudden  transition,  than 
won'd  otherwise  be  consistent  with  that  relation.  Thus  as 
the  nature  of  a  river  consists  in  the  motion  and  change  of 
parts ;  tho'  in  less  than  four  and  twenty  hours  these  be  totally 
alter'd ;  this  hinders  not  the  river  from  continuing  the  same 
during  several  ages.  What  is  natural  and  essential  to  any 
thing  is,  in  a  manner,  expected ;  and  what  is  expected  makes 
less  impression,  and  appears  of  less  moment,  than  what  is 
unusual  and  extraordinary.  A  considerable  change  of  the 
former  kind  seems  really  less  to  the  imagination,  than  the 
most  trivial  alteration  of  the  latter ;  and  by  breaking  less  the 
continuity  of  the  thought,  has  less  influence  in  destroying 
the  identity. 

We  now  proceed  to  explain  the  nature  of  personal  identity, 
which  has  become  so  great  a  question  in  philosophy,  espe- 
cially of  late  years    in  Engla^nd,  where  all    the  abstruser 


640  A  TREATISE  OF  HUMAN  NATURE.         Pari  IV. 

PART     sciences  are  stndy'd  with  a  peculiar  ardour  and  application. 
And  here  'tis  evident,  the  same  method  of  reasoning  must 


Of  the         be  continu'd,  which  has  so  successfully  explain'd  the  identity 

"^^^^      of  plants,  and  animals,  and  ships,  and  houses,  and  of  all  the 

BjBtems       compounded  and  changeable  productions  either  of   art  or 

of  phiio-      nature.    The  identity,  which  we  ascribe  to  the  mind  of  man, 

*^^  ^'         is  only  a  fictitious  one,  and  of  a  like  kind  with  that  which 

we  ascribe  to  vegetables  and    animal  bodies.^     It  cannot, 

therefore,  have  a  different  origin,  but  must  proceed  from  a 

like  operation  of  the  imagination  upon  like  objects. 

But  lest  this  argument  shou'd  not  convince  the  reader ; 
tho'  in  my  opinion  perfectly  decjg^ive;  let  him  weigh  the 
following  reasoning,  which  is  still  closer  and  more  imme- 
diate. Tis  evident,  that  the  identity,  which  we  attribute  to 
the  human  mind,  however  perfect  we  may  imagine  it  to  be, 
is  not  able  to  run  the  several  different  perceptions  into  one, 
and  make  them  lose  their  characters  of  distinction  and 
difference,  which  are  essential  to  them.  'Tis  still  true,  that 
A  every  distinct  perception,  which  enters  into  the  composition 

-^  of  the  mind,  is  a  distinct  existence,  and  is  different,  and 

I  distinguishable,  and  separable  froM  every  other  perception, 

/'  either  contemporary  or  successive.   But,  as,  notwithstanding 

this  distinction  and  separability,  we  suppose  the  whole  train 
of  perceptions  to  be  united  by  identity,  a  question  naturally 
arises  concerning  this  relation  of  identity;   whether  it  be 
something  that  really  binds  our  several  perceptions  together, 
or  only  associates  their  ideas  in  the  imagination.     That  is, 
in  other  words,  whether  in  pronouncing  concerning  the  iden- 
tity of  a  person,  we  observe  some  real  bond  among  his  per- 
ceptions, or  only  feel  one  among  the  ideas  we  form  of  them. 
This  question  we  might  easily  decide,  if  we  wou'd  recollect 
what   has  been   already  prov'd  at  large,  that    the  under- 
standing never  observes  any  real  connexion  among  objects, 
and  that  even  the  union  of  cause  and  effect,  when  strictly 
examin'd,   resolves   itself   into  a  customary  association  of 
ideas.     For  from  thence  it  evidently  follows,  that  identity  is 
I  nothing  really  belonging  to  these  different  perceptions,  and 
I  uniting  them  together ;   but  is  merely  a  quality,  which  we 
j  attribute  to  them,  because  of  the  union  of  their  ideas  in  the 
!  imagination,  when  we  reflect  upon  them.     Now  the  only 
qualities,  which  can  give  ideas  an  union  in  the  imagination, 

I  [Introd.  §  345.] 
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are  these  three  relations  above-mentioTi'd.    These  are  the  )  sect. 
uniting    principles  in  the  ideal  world,  and  without    them  ' 


every  distinct  object  is  separable  hj  the  mind,  and  may  be  fof  per- 
separatelj  considered,  and  a{>pears  not  to  have  any  more  ??°*L 
connexion  with  any  other  object,  than  if  disjoined  by  the  " 
greatest  difference  and  remoteness.     Tis,  therefore,  on  some 
of   these   three   relations  of  resemblance,    contiguity  and 
causation,  that  identity;^ep^nds ;  and  as  the  very  essence  of 
these  relationjs  consistsLin  their  producing  an  easy  transition  ' 
of  ideas ;   it  follows,  that  our  notions  of  personal  identity, 
proceed  entirely  from  the  smooth  and  uninterrupted  progress 
of  the  thought  along  a  train  of  connected  ideas,  according  < 
to  the  principles  above-explain'd,' 

The  only  question,  therefore,  which  remains,  is,  by  what 
relations  tiiis  uninterrupted  prepress  of  our  thought  is  pro- 
duced, when  we  consider  the  successive  existence  of  a  mind 
or  thinking  person.  And  here  'tis  evident  we  must  confine 
ourselves  to  resemblance  and  causation,  and  musfc  drop 
contiguity,  which  has  Uttle  or  no  inflaence  in  the  present 
case. 

To  begin  with  resemblance ;  suppose  we  cou'd  see  clearly 
into  the  breast  of  another,  and  observe  that  succession  of ; 
perceptions,  which  constitutes  his  mind  or  thinking  principle, 
and  suppose  that  he  always  preserves  the  memory  of  a  con- 
siderable part  of  past  perceptions ;  'tis  evident  that  nothing 
cou'd  more  contribute  to  the  bestowing  a  relation  on  this 
succession  amidst  all  its  variations.  For  what  is  the  memory 
but  a  faculty,  by  which  we  raise  up  the  images  of  past  per- 
ceptions 9  And  as  an  image  necessarily  resembles  its  object, 
must  not  the  frequent  placing  of  these  resembling  percep- 
tions in  the  chain  of  thought,  convey  the  imagination  more 
easily  frx)m  one  link  to  another,  and  make  the  whole  seem 
like  the  continuance  of  one  object'?  In  this  particular,  then, 
the  memory  not  only  discovers  the  identity,  but  also  contri- 
butes to  its  production,  by  producing  the  relation  of  resem- 
blance among  the  perceptions.  The  case  is  the  same  whether 
we  consider  ourselves  or  others. 

As  to  cavsation ;  we  may  observe,  that  the  true  idea  of  the 
human  mind,  is  to  consider  it  as  a  system  of  different  per- 
ceptions or  difGeoient  existences,  which  are  linked  together  by 
the  relation  of  cause  and  effect,  and  mutually  produce,  de- 

>  [See  also  Appendix,  p.  569.  •-*£d.] 
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PART     stroy,  influence,  and  modify  each  other.  ^     Oar  impressionB 
^_^'  ^  giverisg  to  their  correspondent  ideas;  and  these  ideas  in 
Of  the         their  turn  produce  other  impressions.     One  thought  chaces 
*«®P^<»^      another,  and  drs^ws  after  it  a  third,  by  which  it  is  exgell*d 
syBtems       ^  itstum.    In  this  respect,  I  cannot  compare  the  sotd  more 
of  Dhilo-      properly  to  any  thing  than  to  a  republic  or  commonwealth, 
Bopiy,        j^  which  the  several  members  are  united  by  the  reciprocal 
ties  of  goyemment  and  subordination,  and  give  rise  to  other 
persons,  who  propagatiC  the  same  republic  in  the  incessant 
changes  of  its  parts.    And  as  the  same  individual  republic 
may  not  only  change  its  members,  but  also  its  laws  and  con- 
stitutions; in  like  manner  the  same  person  may  vary  his 
character  and  disposition,  as  well  as  his  impressions  and 
ideas,  without  losing  his  identity.    Whatever  changes  he 
endures,  his  several  parts  are  still  connected  by  the  relation 
of  causation.    And  in  this  view  our  identity  with  regard  to 
the  passions  serves  to  corroborate  that  vdth  r^ard  to  the 
imagination,  by  the  mating  our  distant  perceptions  influence 
each  other,  and  by  giving  us  a  present  concern  for  our  past 
or  future  pains  or  pleasures. 
j       As  a  memory  alone  acquaints  us  with  the  continuance  and 
j   extent  of  this  succession  of  perceptions,  'tis  to  be  considered, 
upon  that  account  chiefly,  as  the  source  of  personal  identity. 
Had  we  no  memory,  we  never  shou'd  have  any  notion  of 
causation,  nor  consequently  of  that  chain  of  causes  and 
•     effects,  which  constitute  our  self  or  person.     But  having 
once  acquired  this  notion  of  causation  from  the  memory,  we 
can  extend  the  same  chain  of  causes,  and  consequently  the 
identity  of  our  persons  beyond  our  memory,  and  can  com- 
prehend times,  and  circumstances,' and  actions,  which  we 
have  entirely  forgot,  but  suppose  in  general  to  have  existed. 
For  how  few  of  our  past  actions  are  there,  of  which  we  have 
any  memofy  P     Who  can  tell  me,  for  instance,  what  were  his 
thoughts  and  actions  on  the  first  of  Jcmuary  1715,  the  11th 
of  Ma/rch  1719,  and  the  8rd  of  August  1733?    Or  will  he 
affirm,  because  he  has  entirely  foi^ot  the  incidents  of  these 
days,  that  the  present  self  is  not  the  same  person  with  the 
self  of  that  time ;  and  by  that  means  overturn  all  the  most 
established  notions  of  personal  id^itity  9    In  this  view,  there- 
fore, memory  does  not  so  much  prochice  as  discover  personal 

■  [Introd.  {  346.    Of.  also  jp.  466 — '  Ko  internal  impresaion  has  an  apparent 
energy,  more  than  extornal  objects  hard.'] 
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identity,  bj   shewing  us  the  relation  of  cause   and  effect  \  SECT, 
among  our  different  perceptions.     'Twill  be  incumbent  on  |    ^' 
those,  who  affirm  that  memory  produces  entirely  our  per-,  pf  per- 
sonal identity,  to  give  a  reason  why  we  can  thus  extend  our  !^?°*\ 
identity  beyond  our  memory. 

The  whole  of  this  doctrine  leads  us  to  a  conclusion,  which 
is  of  great  importance  in  the  present  affau*,  viz.  that  all  the 
nice  and  subtile  questions  concerning  personal  identity  can 
never  possibly  be  decided,  and  are  to  be  regarded  rather  as 
g^rammati^  than  as  plulosophical  difficulties.  Identity  de-  ( 
pends  on  the  relations  of  ideas ;  and  these  relations  produce 
identity,  by  means  of  that  easy.,  transition  they  occasion.^ 
But  as  the  relations,  and  the  easiness  of  the  transition  may 
diminish  by  insensible  degrees,  we  have  no  just  standard,  by 
which  we  can  decide  any  dispute  concerning  the  time,  when 
they  acquire  or  lose  a  title  to  the  name  of  identity.  All  the 
disputes  concerning  the  identity  of  connected  objects  are 
merely  verbal,  except  so  far  as  the  relation  of  parts  gives  rise 
to  some  fiction  or  imaginary  principle  of  union,  as  we  have 
already  observed. 

What  I  have  said  concerning  the  first  origin  and  uncer« 
tainty  of  our  notion  of  identity,  as  apply'd  to  the  human 
mind,  may  be  extended  with  little  or  no  variation  to  that  of 
simplicity.  An  object,  whose  different  co-existent  parts  are 
bound  together  by  a  close  relation,  operates  upon  the  imagi- 
nation after  much  the  same  manner  as  one  perfectly  simple 
and  indivisible,  and  requires  not  a  much  greater  stretch  of 
thought  in  order  to  its  conception*  From  this  similarity  of 
operation  we  attribute  a  simplicity  to  it,  and  feign  a  prin- 
ciple of  union  as  the  support  of  this  simplicity,  and  the 
center  of  all  the  different  parts  and  qualities  of  the  object. 

Thus  we  have  finished  our  examination  of  the  several 
systems  of  philosophy,  both  of  the  intellectual  and  natural 
world ;  and  in  our  miscellaneous  way  of  reasoning  have  been 
led  iuto  several  topics ;  which  will  either  illustrate  and  con- 
firm some  preceding  part  of  this  discourse,  or  prepare  the 
way  for  our  following  opinions.  *Tis  now  time  to  return  to 
a  more  close  examination  of  our  subject,  and  to  proceed  in 
the  accurate  an>tomv  of  human  nature,  having  fully  ex- 
plain'd  the  nature  of  our  judgment  and  understanding.^ 

*  rintrod.  §  345,  note.]  the  second  division  of  the  Appendix 

'  [XhiB  subject  is  farther  pursued  in      p.  648. — Ed.] 
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Sect.  VII. — Conclusion  of  this  Book. 

But  before  I  launch  oat  into  those  immense  depths  of 
philosophy,  which  lie  before  me,  I  find  myself  inclined  to 
stop  a  moment  in  my  present  station,  and  to  ponder  that 
voyage,  which  I  have  undertaken,  and  which  undoubtedly 
requires  the  utmost  art  and  industry  to  be  brought  to  a 
happy  conclusion.     Methinks  I  am  like  a  man,  who  having 
struck  on  many  shoals,  and  having  narrowly  escap'd  ship- 
vnreck  in  passing  a  small  frith,  has  yet  the  temerity  to  put 
out  to  sea  in  the  same  leaky  weather-beaten  vessel,  and  even 
carries  his  ambition  so  &r  as  to  think  of  compassing  the 
globe    under    these    disadvantageous   circumstances.      My 
memory  of  past  errors  and  perplexities,  makes  me  diffident 
for  the  future.    The  wretched  condition,  weakness,  and  dis- 
order of  the  faculties,  1  must  employ  in    my  enquiries, 
encrease    my    apprehensions.     And    the    impossibility    of 
amending  or  correcting  these  faculties,  reduces  me  almost  to 
despair,  and  makes  me  resolve  to  perish  on  the  barren  rock, 
on  which  I  am  at  present,  rather  than  venture  myself  upon 
that  boundless  ocean,  which  runs  out  into  immensity.     This 
sudden  view  of  my  danger  strikes  me  with  melancholy ;  and 
as  'tis  usual  for  that  passion,  above  all  others,  to  indulge 
itself;  I  cannot  forbear  feeding  my  despair,  with  all  those 
desponding  reflections,  which  the  present  subject  furnishes 
me  with  in  such  abundance. 

I  am  first  affi:ighted  and  confounded  with  that  forelom 
solitude,  in  which  I  am  plac'd  in  my  philosophy,  and  fancy 
myself  some  strange  uncouth  monster,  who  not  being  able 
to  mingle  and  unite  in  society,  has  been  expell'd  all  human 
commerce,  and  left  utterly  abandon'd  and  disconsohite. 
Fain  wou'd  I  run  into  the  crowd  for  shelter  and  warmth ; 
but  cannot  prevail  with  myself  to  mix  with  such  deformitj. 
I  call  upon  others  to  join  me,  in  order  to  make  a  company 
apart ;  but  no  one  will  hearken  to  me.  Every  one  keeps  st 
a  distance,  and  dreads  that  storm,  which  beats  upon  me 
from  every  side.  I  have  expos'd  myself  to  the  enmity  of  all  - 
metaphysicians,  logicians,  mathematicians,  and  even  theolo- 
gians; and  can  I  wonder  at  the  insults  I  must  suffer?  I 
haye  declared  my  dis-approbation  of  their  systems ;  and  can 
I  be  surpriz'd,  if  they  shou'd  express  a  hatred  of  mine  and 
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of  mj  person  P    When  I  look  abroad,  I  foresee  on  every  side,     sect. 
dispute,  contaudiction,  anger,  calumny  and  detraction.  When  ^  ^^^' 


I  turn  my  eye  inward,  I  find  nothing  but  flftuM  »-"d  igno-  nnnnimrion 
ra^ce•  All  the  world  conspires  to  oppose  and  contradict  of  this 
me;  tho'  such  is  my  weakness,  that  I  feel  all  my  opinions 
loosen  and  fall  of  themselves,  when  unsupported  by  the 
approbation  of  others.  Every  step  I  take  is  with  hesitation, 
and  eveiy  new  reflection  makes  me  dread  an  error  and 
absurdity  in  my  reasoning. 

For  with  what  confidence  can  I  venture  upon  such  bold 
enterprizes,  when  beside  those  numberless  infirmities  peculiar 
to  myself,  I  find  so  many  which  are  common  to  human  nature? 
Can  I  be  sure,  that  in  leaving  all  established  opinions  I  am 
following  truth ;  and  by  what  criterion  shall  I  distinguish 
her,  even  if  fortune  shou'd  at  last  guide  me  on  her  foot-steps  P 
After  the  most  accurate  and  exact  of  my  reasonings,  I  can 
give  no  reason  why  I  shou'd  assent  to  it ;  and  feel  nothing 
but  a  stronff  propensity  to  consider  objects  strongly  in  that 
view,  under  which  tiiey  appear  to  me.  Exp^ro^ce  is  a 
principle,  which  instructs  me  in  the  several  conjunctions  of 
objects  for  the  past.  Habit  is  another  principle,  which 
determines  me  to  expect  the  same  for  the  future ;  and  both 
of  them  conspiring  to  operate  upon  the  imagination,  make 
me  form  certain  ideas  in  a  more  intense  and  lively  manner, 
than  others,  which  are  not  attended  with  the  same  advan- 
tages. Without  this  qualiiy,  by  which  the  mind  enlivens 
some  ideas  beyond  others  (which  seemingly  is  so  trivial,  and 
so  little  founded  on  reason)  we  cou'd  never  assent  to  any 
argument,  nor  carry  our  view  beyond  those  few  objects, 
which  are  present  to  our  senses.  Nay,  even  to  these  objects 
we  cou'd  never  attribute  any  existence,  but  what  was  de- 
pendent on  the  senses ;  and  must  comprehend  them  entirely 
in  that  succession  of  perceptions,  which  constitutes  our  self  or 
person.  Nay  farther,  even  with  relation  to  that  succession, 
we  cou'd  only  admit  of  those  perceptions,  which  are  imme- 
diately present  to  our  consciousness,  nor  cou'd  those  lively 
images,  with  which  the  memory  presents  us,  be  ever  receiv'd 
as  true  pictures  of  past  perceptions.  The  memory,  senses,  \ 
and  understanding  arc,  therefore,  all  of  them  founded  on  the  / 
imagination^oiLlh^  vivacity  of  our  ideas.  I 

No  wonder  a  principle  so  inconstant  and  fallacious  shou'd 
lead  us  into  errors,  when  implicitly  foUow'd  (as  it  must  be) 
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in  all  its  variations.  'Tis  tlus  principle,  which  makes  ns 
reason  from  causes  and  effects ;  and  'tis  the  same  principle, 
which  convinces  ns  of  the  continn'd  existence  of  external 
objects,  when'  absent  from  the  senses.  Bat  tho'  these  two 
operations  be  equally  natural  and  necessary  in  the  human 
mind,  yet  in  some  circumstances  they  are^  directly  contrary, 
nor  is  it  possible  for  us  to  reason  justly  and  regularly  from 
causes  and  effects,  and  at  the  same  time  believe  the  continued 
existence  of  matter.  How  then  shall  we  adjust  those  prin- 
ciples together?  Which  of  them  shall  we  prefer?  Or  in 
case  we  prefer  neither  of  them,  but  successively  assent  to 
both,  as  is  usual  among  philosophers,  with  what  confidence 
can  we  afterwards  usurp  that  glorious  title,  when  we  thus 
knowingly  embrace  a  manifest  contradiction  ? 

This^  contradiction  wou'd  be  more  excusable,  were  it  com- 
pensated by  any  degree  of  solidity  and  satisfiixrtion  in  the 
other  parts  of  our  reasoning.   But  the  case  is  quite  contrary. 
When  we  trace  up  the  human  understanding  to  its  first 
principles,  we  find  it  to  lead  us  into  such  sentiments,  as  seem 
to  turn  into  ridicule  all  our  past  pains  and  industry,  and  to 
discourage  us  fr^m  future  enquiries.     Nothing  is  more  curi- 
ously enquir'd  after  by  the  mind  of  man,  than  the  causes  of 
every  phsenomenon ;  nor  are  we  content  with  knowing  the 
immediate  causes,  but  push  on  our  enquiries,  till  we  arrive 
at  the  original  and  ultimate  principle.     We  wou'd  not  wil- 
lingly stop  before  we  are  acquainted  with  that  energy  in  the 
cause,  by  which  it  operates  on  its  effect;  that  tie,  which 
connects  them  together;   and  that  efficacious   quality,  on 
which  the  tie  depends.     This  is  our  aim  in  all  our  studies 
and  reflections :  And  how  must  we  be  disappointed,  when  we 
learn,  that  this  connexion,  tie,  or  energy  lies  merely  in  our- 
selves^ and  is  nothing  but  that  determinaHbn  of  the  mind, 
which  is  acquir'd  by  custom,  and  causes  us  to  make  a  transi- 
tion from  an  object  to  its  usual  attendant,  and  from  the 
impression  of  one  to  the  lively  idea  of  the  otJier?     Such  a 
discovexy  not  only  cuts  off  all  hope  of  ever  attaining  satis- 
faction, but  even  prevents  our  very  wishes ;  since  it  appears, 
that  when  we  say  we  desire  to  know  the  ultimate  and  ope- 
rating principle,  as  something,  which  resides  in  the  external 
object,  we  either  contradict  ourselves,   or  talk  without  a 
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This  deficiency  in  our  ideas  is  not,  indeed,  perceived  in      SECT, 
common  life,  nor  are  we  sensible,  that  in  the  most  usual  con-    _^    ^ 
junctions  of  cause  and  effect  we  are  as  ignorant  of  the  ulti-  GondTuion 
mate  principle,  which  binds  them  together,  as  in  the  most  ^*^* 
unusual  and  extraordinary.     But  this  proceeds  merely  from 
an  illusion  of  the  imagination ;  and  the  question  is,  how  far 
we  ought  to  yield  to  these  illusions.     This  question  is  very- 
difficult,  and  reduces  us  to  a  very  dangerous  dilemma,  which- 
ever way  we  answer  it.     For  if  we  assent  to  every  trivial 
suggestion  of  the  fancy;  beside  that  these  suggestions  are 
often  contrary  to  each  other ;  they  lead  us  into  such  errors, 
absurdities,  and  obscurities,  that  we  must  at  last  become 
asham'd  of  our  credulity.     Nothing  is  more  dangerous  to 
reason  than  the  flights  of  the  imagination,  and  nothing  has 
been  the  occasion  of  more  mistakes  among  philosophers. 
Men  of  bright  fancies  may  in  this  respect  be  compar'd  to 
those  angels,  whom  the  scripture  represents  as  covering 
their  eyes  writh  their  wings.     This  has  already  appeared  in 
so  many  instances,  that  we  may  spare  ourselves  the  trouble 
of  enlarging  upon  it  any  farther. 

But  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  consideration  of  these  in- 
stances makes  us  take  a  resolution  to  reject  all  the  trivial 
suggestions  of  the  fancy,  and  adhere  to  the  understanding, 
that  is,  to  the  general  and  more  established  properties  of  the 
imagination;  even  this  resolution,  if  steadily  executed, 
wou'd  be  dangerous,  and  attended  with  the  most  fatal  conse- 
quences. For  I  have  already  shewn,*  that  the  understanding,  - 
when  it  acts  alone,  and  according  to  its  most  general  prin-  y\ 
ciples,  entirely  subverts  itself,  and  leaves  not  the  lowest  . 
degree  of  evidence  in  any  proposition,  either  in  philosophy 
or  common  life.  We  save  ourselves  from  this  total  scepti- 
cism only  by  means  of  that  singular  and  seemingly  trivial 
property  of  the  fancy,  by  which  we  enter  with  difficulty  into 
remote  views  of  things,  and  are  not  able  to  accompany  them 
with  so  sensible  an  impression,  as  we  do  those,  which  are 
more  easy  and  natural.  Shall  we,  then,  establish  it  for  a 
general  maxim,  that  no  refin'd  or  elaborate  reasoning  is  ever 
to  be  receiv'd  P  Consider  well  the  consequences  of  such  a 
principle.  By  this  means  you  cut  off  entirely  all  science 
and  philosophy :  Ton  proceed  upon  one  singular  quality  of 
the  imagination,  and  by  a  parity  of  reason  must  embrace  all 
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of  them :  And  you  expressly  contradict  yourself;  since  this 
maxim  must  be  built  on  the  preceding  reasoning,  which  will 
be  allow'd  to  be  sufficiently  refin*d  and  metaphysical.  What 
party,  then,  shall  we  choose  among  these  difficulties  ?  If 
we  embrace  this  principle,  and  condemn  all  refin'd  reason- 
ing, we  run  into  the  most  manifest  absurdities.  If  we  reject 
it  in  favour  of  these  reasonings,  we  subvert  entirely  the 
human  understanding.  '  We  have,  therefore,  no  choice  left 
but  .betwixt  a  false  reason  and  none  at  all.  For  my  part,  I 
know  not  what  ougTff  ^Tbe  done  in  the  present  case.  I  can 
only  observe  what  is  commonly  done;  which  is,  that  this 
difficulty  is  seldom  or  never  thought  of;  and  even  where  it 
has  once  been  present  to  the  mind,  is  quickly  forgot,  and 
leaves  but  a  small  impression  behind  it.  Very  refin'd  re- 
flections have  little  or  no  influence  upon  us ;  and  yet  we  do 
not,  and  cannot  establish  it  for  a  rule,  that  they  ought  not 
to  have  any  influence ;  which  implies  a  manifest  contra- 
diction. 

But  what  have  I  here  said,  that  reflections  very  refin'd 
and  metaphysical  have  little  or  no  influence  upon  us  ?  This 
opinion  I  can  scarce  forbear  retracting,  and  condemning 
from  my  present  feeling  and  experience.  The  intense  view 
of  these  manifold  contradictions  and  imperfections  in  human 
reason  has  so  wrought  upon  me,  and  heated  my  brain, 
that  I  am  ready  to  reject  all  belief  and  reasoning,  and  can 
look  upon  no  opinion  even  as  more  probable  or  likely  than 
another.^  Where  am  I,  or  whatP  From  what  causes  do  I 
derive  my  existence^  and  toVhat  condition  shall  I  return  ? 
Whose  favour  shall  I  court,  and  whose  anger  mnst  I 
dread  ?  What  beings  surround  me  9  and  on  whom  have  I 
any  influence,  or  who  have  any  influence  on  me  ?  I  am 
confounded  with  all  these  questions,  and  begin  to  fancy  my- 
self in  the  most  deplorable  condition  imaginable,  inviron'd 
with  the  deepest  darkness,  and  utterly  deprived  of  the  nse  of 
every  member  and  faculty. 

Most  fortunately  it  happens,  that  since  reason  is  incapable 
of  dispelling  these  clouds,  nature  herself  suffices  to  that 
purpose,  and  cures  me  of  this  philosophical  melancholy  and 
delirium,  either  by  relaxing  this  bent  of  mind,  or  by  some 
avocation,  and  [lively  impression  of  my  senses,  which  oblite- 
rate all  these  chimeras.  I  dine,  I  play  a  game  of  back- 
gammon^ I  converse,  and  am  merry  with  my  friends ;  and 
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when  after  three  or  four  hours'  amusement,  I  wou'd  return      SBC5T. 
to  these  speculations,  they  appear  so  cold,  and  strained,  and    _^^'   ^  ; 
ridiculous,   that  I  gannot  find  in  my  heart  to  enter  into  Conclusion  \ 
them  any  farther.  of  this 

Here  then  I  find  myself  absolutely  and  necessarily  deter- 
mined to  live,  and  talk,  and  act  like  other  people  in  the  ' 
common  affairs  of  life.  But  notwithstanding  that  my 
natural  propensity,  and  the  course  of  my  animal  spirits  and 
passions  reduce  me  to  this  indolent  belief  in  the  general 
maxims  of  the  world,  I  still  feel  such  remains  of  my  former 
disposition,  that  I  am  ready  to  throw  all  my  books  and 
papers  into  the  fire,  and  resolve  never  more  to  renounce  the 
pleasures  of  life  for  the  sake  of  reasoning  and  philosophy^ 
For  those  are  my  sentiments  in  that  splenetic  humour,  which 
governs  me  at  present.  I  may,  nay  I  must  yi^d  to  the 
current  of  ngjoire^  in  submitting  to  my  senses  and  under- 
standing ;  and  in  this  blind  submission  I  shew  most^erfectly 
my  sceptical  disposition  ancT  prrncipTes^  ^ul  does  it  follow, 
that  I  must  sirive  againsi  the  current  of  nature,  which 
leads  me  to  indolence  and  pleasure;  that  I  must  seclude 
myself,  in  some  measure,  from  the  commerce  and  society  of 
men,  which  is  so  agreeable ;  and  that  I  must  torture  my 
brains  with  subtilities  and  sophistries,  at  the  very  time  that 
I  cannot  satisfy  myself  concerning  the  reasonableness  of  so 
painful  an  application,  nor  have  any  tolerable  prospect  of 
arriving  by  its  means  at  truth  and  certainty.  Under  what 
obligation  do  I  lie  of  making  such  an  abuse  of  time  P  And 
to  what  end  can  it  serve  either  for  the  service  of  mankind, 
or  for  my  own  private  interest  P  No :  If  I  must  be  a  fool, 
as  all  those  who  reason  or  believe  any  thing  certainly  are, 
my  follies  shall  at  least  be  natural  and  agreeable.  Where  I 
strive  against  my  inclination,  I  shall  have  a  good  reason  for 
my  resistance ;  and  will  no  more  be  led  a  wandering  into 
such  dreary  solitudes,  and  rough  passages,  as  I  have  hitherto 
met  with. 

These  are  the  sentiments  of  my  spleen  and  indolence ;  and 
indeed  I  must  confess,  that  philosophy  has  nothing  to  oppose 
to  them,  and  expects  a  victory  more  from  the  returns  of  a 
serious  good-humour 'd  disposition,  than  from  the  force  of 
reason  and  conviction.  In  all  the  incidents  of  life  we  ought 
still  to  preserve  our  scepticiin^.  If  we  believe,  that  fire 
warms,  or  water  refreshes,  'tis  only  because  it  costs  us  too 
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much  pains  to  think  otiierwise.  Naj  if  we  are  philoeophen, 
it  ought  onl J  to  be  upon  sceptical  principles,  and  from  an 
inclination,  which  we  feel  to  the  employing  onraelFes  after 
that  manner.  Where  reason  isjively,  and  mixes  itself  with 
some  propensity,  it  ought  to  be  assented  to.  Where  it  does 
not,  it  never  can  have  any  title  to  operate  upon  ns. 

At  the  time,  therefore,  that- 1  am  tir'd  with  amusement 
and  company,  and  have  indnlg'd  a  reveins  in  my  chamber,  or 
in  a  solitary  walk  by  a  river-side,  I  feel  my  mind  all  eollecied 
within  itself,  and  am  naturally  incZm*^  to  carry  mj  view  into 
all  those  subjects,  about  which  I  have -met  with  so  many 
disputes  in  tiie  course  of  my  reading  aiid  conversation*     I 
cannot  forbear  having  a  curiosity  to  be  acquainied  ?fnth  the 
principles  of  moral  good  and  evil,  the  natui^  and  fbandation 
of  government,  and  the  cause  of  those  several  passions  and 
inclinations,  which  actuate  and  govern  me.    I  am  uneasy  to 
think  I  approve  of  one  object,  and  disapprove  of  another; 
call  one  thing  beautiful,  and  another  deform'd ;  decide  con- 
cerning truth  and  falshood,  reason  and  folly,  without  know- 
ing upon  what  principles  I  proceed.     I  am  concerned  for  the 
coudition  of  the  learned  world,  which  lies  ~  under  such  a 
deplorable  ignorance  in  all  these  particulars.     I  feel  an  am- 
bition to  arise  in  me  of  contributing  to  the  instruction  of 
mankind,  aud  of  acquiring  a  name  by  my  inventions  and 
discoveries.     These  sentiments  spring  up  naturally  in  my 
present  disposition ;  and  shou'd  I  endeavour  to  banish  them, 
by  attaching  myself  to  any  other  business  or  diversion,  l^eel 
I  shou'd  be  a  loser  in  point  of  pleasure ;  and  this  is  the  origin 
of  my  philosophy. 

But  even  suppose  this  curiosity  and  ambition  should  not 
transport  me  into  speculations  without  the  sphere  of  conunon 
life,  it  wou'd  necessarily  happen,  that  from  my  very  weakness 
I  must  be  led  into  such  enquiries.     'Tis  certain,  that  super- 
stition is  much  more  bold  in  its  systems  and  hypotheses  than 
philosophy ;  and  while  the  latter  contents  itself  with  assign- 
ing new  causes  and  principles  to  the  phsenomena,  which 
appear  in  the  visible  world,  the  former  opens  a  worid  of  its 
own,  and  presents  us  with  scenes,  and  beings,  and  objects, 
which  are  altogether  new.    .  Since  therefore  *tis  almost  im- 
possible for  the  mind  of  man  to  rest,  like  those  of  beasts,  in 
that  narrow  circle  of  objects,  which  are  the  subject  of  daily 
conversation  and  action,  we  ought  only  to  deliberate  con- 
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ceming  the  choice  of  our  guide,  and  ought  to  prefiar  that     flBOT. 
which  is  safest  and  most  agreeable.    And  in  this  respect  I  .   ^^   , 
make  bold  to  recommend  philosophy,  and  shall  not  scruple  Conolaiioii 
to  give  it  the  preference' to  superstition  of  every  kind  or  J^j^ 
denomination.      For  as    superstition   arises  naturally  and 
easily  from  the  popular  opinions  Of -mankind,  it  seizes  more 
strongly  on  the  mind,  and  is  often  able  to  disturb  us  in  tbs 
conduct  of  our  lives  and  actions.     Philos<^hy  on*1^  con- 
trary, if  just,  can  present  us  only  with  znild  and  moderate 
sentiments ;  and  if  fSalse  and  extravagant,  its  opiniohs  are 
merely  the  objects  of  a  cold  and  geHeral  speculation,  and 
seldom  go  so  far  as  to  interrupt  the  course  of  our  natural 
propensities.    The  Cynics  are  an  extraordinary  instance  of 
philosophers,  who  from  reasonings  purely  philosophical  ran 
into  as  great  extravagancies  of  conduct  as  any  Monh  or  Der-' 
vise  that  ever  was  in  the  world.     Generally  ispeaking,  the  i 
errors  in  religion  are  dangerous ;  those  in  philosophy  only  / 
ridiculous. 

I  am  sensible,  that  these  two  cases  of  the  strength  and  weak- 
ness of  the  mind  will  not  comprehend  all  mankind,;  aiid  that 
there  are  in  England^  in  particular,  many  honest  ^ntlemen, 
who  being  always  employed  in  their  domestic  affisrirs,  or  amusing 
themselves  in  common  recreations,  have  carried  their  thoughts! 
yery  little  beyond  those  objects,  which  are  every  day  expos'd 
to  their  senses.    And  indeed,  of  such  as  these  I  pretend  not  to 
make  philosophers,  nor  do  I  expect  them  either  to  be  asso- 
ciates in  these  researches  or  auditors  of  these  discoveries. 
They  do  well  to  keep  themselves  in  their  present  situation ;  , 
and  instead  of  refining  them  into  philosophers,  I  wish  we   : 
cou'd  communicate  to  our  founders  of  systems,  a  share  of  i 
this    gross  earthy  mixture,  as  an  ingredient,  which  they 
,  commonly  stand  much  in  need  of,  and  which  wou'd  serve  to 
temper  those  fiery  particles,  of  which  they  are  composed. 
While  a  warm  imagination  is  allowed  to  enter  into*  philo- 
sophy, and  hypotheses  embrae'd  merely  for  being  specious 
and  agreeable,  we  can  never  have  any  steady  principles,  nor 
any  sentiments,  which  will  suit  with  common  practice  and 
experience.    But  were  these  hypotheses  once  removed,  we 
might  hope  to  establish  a  system  or  set  of  opinions,  which  if 
not  tl^ue  (for  that)  perhaps^  is  too  much  to  be  hop'd.£Qr)  , 
might  at  least  be  satisfactory  to  the  human  mind,  and  might    , 
stand  the  test  of  the  most  critical  examination.    Nor  shou'd 
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PART     we  despair  of  attaining  this  end,  because  of  the  nLa.ziy  cliime- 
^  -^y*    ,  rical  systems,  which  have  saccessively  arisen  axxd    decay'd 
Of  the         away  among  men,  wou'd  we  consider  the  shortness  of   that 
fceptical      period,  wherein  these  questions  have  been  the  salxiects  of 
^«     Squii^  and  reasoning.     Two  thousand  years  witl^  sxTch  long 
hilo-     interruptions,  and  under  such  mighty  discouragements  are 
a  small  space  of  time  to  give  any  tolerable  perfection,  'to  the 
sciences ;  and  perhaps  we  are  still  in  too  early  an  a.g*e  of  the 
world  to  discover  any  principles,  which  will  bear  tbe   ez&ini- 
nation  of  the  latest  posterity.     For  my  part^  my  onljr  liope 
is,  that  I  may  contribute  a  little  to  the  advancenaent  of 
knowledge,  by  giving  in  some  particulars,  a  different;    turn  to 
the  speculations  of  philosophers,  and  pointing  out   tx>  tliem 
more  distinctly  those  subjects,  where  alone  they  c&n  e^rpect 
assurance  and  conyiction.    Human  Nature  is  the  only  science 
of  man;  and  yet  has  been  hitherto  the  most  negflected. 
'Twill  be  sufficient  for  me,  if  I  can  bring  it  a  little  more  into 
fashion ;  and  the  hope  of  this  serves  to  compose  my  tamper 
from  that  spleen,  and  invigorate  it  from  that  indolence^ 
which  sometimes  prevail  upon  me.     If  the  reader  finds  liini- 
self  in  the  same  easy  disposition,  let  him  follow  me  in  my 
future  speculations.     If  not,  let  him  follow  his  inclina^iou, 
and   wait    the  returns  of  application  and   good  humonr. 
The  conduct  of  a  man,  who  studies  philosophy  in  this  care- 
less manner,  is  more  truly  sceptical  than  that  of  one,  who 
feeling  in  himself  an  inclination  to  it,  is  yet  so  over-wfaelm^i 
with  doubts  and  scruples,  as  totally  to  reject  it.    A  true 
sceptic  will  be  diffident  of  his  philosophical  doubts,  as  well 
as  of  his  philosophical  conviction ;  and  will  never  refuse  any 
innocent  satisfaction,  which  offers  itself,  upon  account  of 
either  of  them. 

Nor  is  it  only  proper  we  shou'd  in  general  indulge  our 
inclination  in  the  most  elaborate  philosophical  researches, 
notwithstanding  our  sceptical  principles,  but  also  that  we 
shou'd  yield  to  that  propensity,  which  inclines  us  to  be 
positive  and  certain  in  parHauslar  pointsy  according  to  the 
light,  in  which  we  survey  them  iDTany  particular  instajnj 
'Tis  easier  to  forbear  all  examination  and  enquiry,  than  to 
check  ourselves  in  so  natural  a  propensity,  and  guard  against 
that  assurance,  which  always  arises  from  an  exact  and  fvil 
survey  of  an  object.  On  such  an  occasion  we  are  apt  not 
only  to  forget  our  scepticism,  but  even  our  modesty  too,* 
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SLXkd  make  use  of  sncli  terms  as  these,  ^tis  evident.  His  certain^      sect. 

-  *tis  v/ndenidble;  which  a  due  deference  to  the  public  ought,    ^_      '  ^ 
.  perhaps,  to  prevent.    I  may  have  fallen  into  this  fault  after  Conclusion 

.-    -the  example  of  others ;  but  I  here  enter  a  caveat  against  any  ^^^ 
.    olxjections,  which  may  be  ofTer'd  on  that  head ;  and  declare 
.    tliat  such  expressions  were  extorted  from  me  by  the  present  \ 
view  of  the  object,  and  imply  no  dogmatical  spirit,  nor  con«  ^ 
eeited  idea  of  my  own  judgment,  which  are  sentiments  that    \ 
I   am  sensible  can  become  no  body,  and  a  sceptic  still  less 
tl&an  any  other. 
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AFFX.  from  our  mere  conception,  whatever  objects  were  presented  by  the 
wildest  imagination,  wou*d  be  on  an  equal  footing  with  the  most 
established  truths  founded  on  history  and  experience.  There  is  nothing 
but  the  feeling,  or  sentiment,  to  distinguish  the  one  from  the  other. 

This,  therefore,  being  regarded  as  an  undoubted  truth,  that  belief 
is  nothing  but  a  peculiar  feelingy  different  from  the  simple  conception, 
the  next  question,  that  naturally  occurs,  is,  whcU  is  the  nature  of  this 
feeling  J  or  sentiment  j  tnd  whether  it  be  analogous  to  any  other  sentiment 
of  the  human  mind  ?  This  question  is  important.  For  if  it  be  not 
analogous  to  any  other  sentiment,  we  must  despair  of  explaining  its 
causes,  and  must  consider  it  as  an  original  principle  of  the  human 
mind.  If  it  be  analogous,  we  may  hope  to  explain  its  causes  from 
analogy,  and  trace  it  up  to  more  general  principles.  Now  that  there  is 
a  greater  firmness  and  solidity  in  the  conceptions,  which  are  the  objects 
of  conviction  and  assurance,  than  in  the  loose  and  indolent  reveries  of 
a  castle-builder,  every  one  wiU  readily  own.  They  strike  upon  us 
with  more  force ;  they  are  more  present  to  us ;  the  mind  has  a  firmer 
hold  of  them,  and  is  more  actuated  and  mov'd  by  them.  It  acquiesces 
in  them ;  and,  in  a  manner,  fixes  and  reposes  itself  on  them.  In  short, 
they  approach  nearer  to  the  impressions,  which  are  immediately  present 
to  us ;  and  are  therefore  analogous  to  many  other  operations  of  the 
mind. 

There  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  any  possibility  of  evading  this  conclu- 
sion, but  by  asserting,  that  belief,  beside  the  simple  conception,  consists 
in  some  impression  or  feeling,  distinguishable  from  the  conception.    It 
does  not  modify  the  conception,  and  render  it  more  present  and  intense : 
It  is  only  annex'd  to  it,  after  the  same  manner  that  will  and  desire  are 
annexed  to  particular  conceptions  of  good  and  pleasure.      But  the 
following  considerations  will,  I  hope,  be  sufficient  to  remove  this  hypo- 
thesis.    Firsty  It  is  directly  contrary  to  experience,  and  our  immediate 
consciousness.     All  men  have  ever  allow'd  reasoning  to  be  merely  an 
operation  of  our  thoughts  or  ideas ;  and  however  those  ideas  may  l^ 
varied  to  the  feeling,  there  is  nothing  ever  enters  into  our  conclusions 
but  ideas,  or  our  fainter  conceptions.     For  instance ;  I  hear  at  present 
a  person's  voice,  whom  I  am  acquainted  with ;  and  this  sound  com^ 
from  the  next  room.     This  impression  of  my  senses  immediately  con- 
veys my  thoughts  to  the  person,  along  with  all  the  surrounding  objects. 
I  paint  them  out  to  myself  as  existent  at  present,  with  the  same 
qualities  and  relations,  that  I  formerly  knew  them  possessed  of.     These 
ideas  take  &ster  hold  of  my  mind,  than  the  ideas  of  an  inchanted 
castle.     They  are  different  to  the  feeling ;  but  there  is  no  distinct  or 
separate  impression  attending  them.     'Tis  the  same  case  when  I  recol- 
lect the  several  incidents  of  a  journey,  or  the  events  of  any  history. 
Every  particular  fact  is  there  the  object  of  belief.     Its  idea  is  modified 
differently  from  the  loose  reveries  of  a  castle-builder :  But  no  distinct 
impression  attends  every  distinct  idea,  or  conception  of  matter  of  fact 
This  is  the  subject  of  plain  experience.     If  ever  this  experience  can  be 
disputed  on  any  occasion,  *tis  when  the  mind  has  been  agitated  vnth 
doubts  and  difficulties ;  and  afterwards,  upon  taking  the  object  in  a 
new  point  of  view,  or  being  presented  with  a  new  argument,  fixes  and 
reposes  itself  in  one  settled  conclusion  and  belief.    Li  this  case  there 
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riHEBE  is  nothing  I  wou'd  more  willingly  lay  hold  of,  than  an  oppor-  APPX 
tnnity  of  confessing  my  errors ;  and  shou'd  esteem  such  a  return  to  ^  »  - 
truth  and  reason  to  be  more  honourable  than  the  most  unerring  judg* 
ment.  A  man,  who  is  free  from  mistakes,  can  pretend  to  no  praises, 
except  from  the  justness  of  his  understanding :  But  a  man,  who  corrects 
his  mistakes,  shews  at  once  the  justness  of  his  understanding,  and  the 
candour  and  ingenuity  of  his  temper.  I  have  not  yet  been  so  fortunate 
as  to  discover  any  very  considerable  mistakes  in  the  reasonings  delivered 
in  the  preceding  volumes,  except  on  one  article  :  But  I  have  foimd  by 
experience,  that  some  of  my  expressions  have  not  been  so  well  chosen, 
as  to  guard  against  all  mistakes  in  the  readers ;  and  ^tis  chiefly  to 
remedy  this  defect,  I  have  subjoinM  the  following  appendix. 

We  can  never  be  induced  to  believe  any  matter  of  fact,  except  where 
its  cause,  or  its  effect,  is  present  to  us ;  but  what  the  nature  is  of  that 
belief,  which  arises  from  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect,  few  have  had 
the  curiosity  to  ask  themselves.  In  my  opinion,  this  dilemma  is  in- 
evitable. Either  the  belief  is  some  new  idea,  such  as  that  of  reality 
or  existence,  which  we  join  to  the  simple  conception  of  an  object,  or  it 
is  merely  a  peculiar  feeling  or  sentiment.  That  it  is  not  a  new  idea, 
annex'd  to  tilie  simple  conception,  may  be  evinced  from  these  two  argu- 
ments. Pirst,  We  have  no  abstract  idea  of  existence,  distinguishable 
and  separable  from  the  idea  of  particular  objects.  'Tis  impossible, 
therefore,  that  this  idea  of  existence  can  be  annexed  to  the  idea  of  any 
object,  or  form  the  difFerence  betwixt  a  simple  conception  and  beliec. 
Secondly,  The  mind  has  the  command  over  all  its  ideas,  and  can 
separate,  unite,  mix,  and  vary  them;  as  it  pleases ;  so  that  if  belief 
consisted  merely  in  a  new  idea,  annex'd  to  the  conception,  it  wou'd  be 
in  a  man's  power  to  believe  what  he  pleas'd.  We  may,  therefore, 
conclude,  that  belief  consists  merely  in  a  certain  feeling  or  sentiment ; 
in  something,  that  depends  not  on  the  will,  but  must  arise  from  certain 
determinate  causes  and  principles,  of  which  we  are  not  masters.  When 
we  are  convinc'd  of  any  matter  of  fact,  we  do  nothing  but  conceive  it, 
along  with  a  certain  feeling,  different  from  what  attends  the  mere 
reveries  of  the  imagination.  And  when  we  express  our  incredulity 
concerning  any  &ct,  we  mean,  that  the  arguments  for  the  fact  produce 
not  that  feeling.     Did  not  the  belief  consist  in  a  sentiment  difEerent 

*  This  Appendix  was  added  in  Vol,  III.  of  the  original  edition,  1740.^Kd. 


688  APFENDEL 

AFFX.     pasBages  been  mserted  in  the  places,  wbidi  I  have  marked  for  thenu    I 
^  ,    ,./   have  added  a  few  illustrationa  on  other  pointa,  where  I  thought  it 
neceflpary. 

[The  additions  will  be  found  incorporated  with  the  text  at  pages 
386,  897,  401,  421,  and  455.— Ed.] 

I  had  entertain'd  some  hopes,  that  howt^yer  deficient  our  theory  of 
the  intellectual  world  might  be,  it  wou'd  be  free  from  those  contradic- 
tions,  and  absurdities,  which  seem  to  attend  every  explication,  that 
human  reason  can  give  of  the  material  world.  But  upon  a  more  strict 
review  of  the  section  concerning  personal  identity^  I  find  myself  in- 
volved in  such  a  labyrinth,  that,  I  must  confess,  I  neither  know  bow  to 
correct  my  former  opinions,  now  how  to  render  them  consistent.  If 
this  be  not  a  good  general  reason  for  scepticism,  ^tis  at  least  a  sufficient 
one  (if  I  were  not  already  abimdantly  supplied)  for  me  to  entertain  a 
diffidence  and  modes^  in  all  my  decisions.  I  shall  propose  the  argu- 
ments on  both  sides,  beginning- wil^  those  that  induced  me  to  deny  the 
strict  and  proper  identity  and  simplicity  of  a  self  or  thinking  being. 

When  we  talk  of  eel/  or  substancey  we  must  have  aa  idea  annex'd  to 
these  tenoB,  otherwise  they  are  altogether  miintelligible.  •  £r^  idea 
is  derived  from  preceding  impressionB;  and  we  have  no  impseosum  o£ 
self  or  substance,  as  something  simple  or  individual.  We  have,  there- 
fore, no  idea  of  t^em  in  that  sense. 
\  Whatever  is  distinct,  is  distinguishable ;  and  whatever  is  distinguish* 
able,  is  separable  by  the  thought  or  imagination.  All  perceptions  are 
distinct.  They  are,  therefore,  distinguishable,  and  separable,  and  may 
be  conceived  as  separately  existent,  and  may  exist  separately,  without 
any  contradiction  or  absurdity. 

When  I  view  this  table  and  that  chinmey,  nothing  is  present  to  me 
but  particular  perceptions,  which  are  of  a  like  nature  with  all  the  other 
perceptions.  This  is  the*  doctrine  of  philosophers.  But  this  table, 
which  is  present  to  me,  and  that  chimney,  may  and  do  exist  separately. 
This  is  the  doctrine  of  the  vulgar,- and  implies  no  contradiction.  There 
is  no  contradiction,  therefore,  in  extending  the  same  doctrine  to  all  the 
perceptions. 

In  general,  the  following  reasoning  seems  satisfactory.  All  ideas 
are  borrow'd  from  preceding  perceptions.  Our  ideas  of  objects,  there- 
fore, are  deriv'd  from  that  Bource.  Consequently  no  pix)position  can 
be  intelligible  or  consistent  with  r^ard  to,  objects,  whidi  is  not  so  with 
regard  to  perceptions.  But  'tis  intelligible  Bcod  consistent  to  say,  that 
objects  exist  distinct  and  independent,  without  any  common  simple 
substance  or  subject  of  inhesion.  This  proposition,  therefore,  can 
never  be  absurd  with  regard  to  perceptions.^ 

When  I  turn  my  reflection  on  myself^  I  can  never  perceive  this  eel/ 
without  some  one  or  more  perceptions ;  nor  can  I  ever  perceive  any 
thing  but  the  perceptions.  'Tis  the  composition  of  these,  therefore, 
which  forms  the  self. 

We  can  conceive  a  thinking  being  to  have  either  many  or  few  per- 

>  [IntEod.  II 804  and  306.] 
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ceptions.     Suppose  the  mind  to  be  reducM  even  below  the  life  of  an      APPX. 

oyster.     Suppose  it  to  have  onlj  one  perception,  as  of  thirst  or  hunger. , 

Oonsider  it  in  that  situation.  Do  you  conceive  any  thing  but  merely 
that  perception  ?  Have  you  any  notion  of  8elf  or  substance  ?  If  not, 
the  addition  of  other  perceptions  can  never  give  you  that  notion. 

The  annihilation,  which  some  people  suppose  to  follow  upon  death, 
and  which  entirely  destroys  this  self,  is  nothing  but  an  extinction  of  all 
particidar  perceptions ;  love  and  hatred,  pain  and  pleasure,  thought  and 
Bcuflation.  These  therefore  must  be  the  same  with  self ;  since  the  one 
cannot  survive  the  other. 

Is  self  iiie  same  with  substance  ?  If  it  be,  how  can  that  questiozl 
have  place,  concerning  the  subsistence  of  self,  under  a  change  of  sub- 
stance ?  If  they  be  distinct,  what  is  the  difference  betwixt  them  ? 
For  my  part,  I  have  a  notion  of  neither,  when  conceived  distinct  from 
particular  perceptions. 

Philosophers  begin  to  be  reconciled  to  the  principle,  (hat  we  have  no  > 
idea  of  external  stj^stance,  distinct  from  the  ideas  of  particular  qualities. 
This  must  pave  the  way  for  a  like  principle  with  regard  to  the  mind, 
that  we  have  no  notion  ofitj  distinct  from  the  particular  perceptions.        ^ 

So  far  I  seem  to  be  attended  with  sufficient  evidence.  But  having 
thus  loosened  all  our  particular  perceptions,  when*  I  proceed  to  explain 
the  principle  of  connexion,  which  binds  them  together,  and  makes  us 
attribute  to  them  a  real  simplicity  and  identity ;  I  am  sensible,  that  my 
account  is  very  defective,  and  that  nothing  but  the  seeming  evidence  of 
the  precedent  reasonings  cou*d  have  induc'd  me  to  receive  it.  If  per-  /I 
ceptions  are   distinct  existences,  they  form  a  whole  only  by  being  « 

connected  together.  But  no  connexions  among  distinct  existences  are 
ever  discoverable  by  human  imderstanding.  We  oTdjfeel  a  connexion 
or  determination  of  the  thought,  to  pass  from  one  object  to  another. 
It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  thought  alone  finds  personal  identity, 
when  reflecting  on  the  train  of  past  perceptions,  that  compose  a  mind, 
the  ideas  of  them  are  felt  to  be  connected  together,  and  naturally  in- 
troduce each  other.  However  extraordinary  this  conclusion  may  seem, 
it  need  not  surprize  us.  Most  philosophers  seem  inclined  to  think,  that 
personal  identity  arises  from  oonsciousness ;  and  consciousness  is 
nothing  bat  a  reflected  thought  or  perception.  The  present  philosophy, 
therefore,  has  so  far  a  promising  aspect.  Bu^  all  my  hopes  vanish, 
when  I  come  to  explain  the  principles,  that  unite  our  successive  per-- 
ceptions  in  our  thought  or  consciousness.  I  cannot  discover  any  theory, 
)Vhlch  gtVes  me  satismction  on  this"Eead. 

In  short  there  are  two  principles,  which  I  c^mnot  render  consistent ; 
nor  is  it  in  my  power  to  renounce  either  of  them,  viz.  that  all  our 
distinct  perceptions  are  distinct   exiistences,  and  that  the  mind  never    , 
perceives  any  real  connexion  among  distinct  existences.     Did  our  per-    ' 
ceptions  either  inhere  in  something  simple  and  individual,  or  did  the    ' 
mind  perceive  some  real  connexion  among  them,  there  wou^d  be  no 
difficulty  in  the  case.     For  my  part,  I  must  plead  the  privilege  of  a  A 
sceptic,  and  confess,  that  this  difficulty  is  too  hard  for  my  understanding.     ^ 
Tpretend  not,  however,  to  pronounce  it  absolutely  insuperable.    Others, 
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AFPX.     perhapsi  or  myself,  upon  more  mature  reflections,  may  disoorer  some 
""^^   hjrpothesis,  that  will  reconcile  those  contradictianB. 

I  shall  also  take  this  opportunity  of  confessing  two  other  errors  of 
less  importance,  which  more  mature  reflection  has  diaoover^d  to  me  in 
mj  reasoning.  The  first  may  be  found  in  Vol.  I.  page  862,  where  I 
say,  that  the  distance  betwixt  two  bodies  is  known,  among  other  thiiigs, 
by  the  angles,  which  the  rays  of  light  flowing  from  the  bodies  make 
with  each  other.  *Tis  certain,  that  these  angles  are  not  known  to  the 
mind,  and  consequently  can  never  discover  tiie  distance.  The  second 
error  may  be  found  in  Vol.  I.  page  396,  where  I  say,  that  two  ideas  of 
the  same  object  con  only  be  different  by  their  different  degrees  of  force 
and  vivacity.^  I  believe  there  are  other  differences  among  ideas,  which 
cannot  properly  be  comprehended  under  these  terms.  Had  I  said,  that 
two  ideas  of  tne  same  object  can  only  be  different  by  their  different 
feeling^  I  shou'd  have  been  nearer  the  truth.* 

[In  the  original  edition  certain  passages  were  here  added,  which  will 
be  found  incorporated  in  the  text  at  pages  328, 352, 357,  and  368. — £d.J 


t  [Intiod.  §  291.]^ 

*  [Bat  the  *  object'  according  to 
Hume  can  only  be  an  'impression.' 
How  then,  if  an  idea  is  alwtiys  copied 
from  an  impression,  can  two  ideas 
copied  from  the  same  impresnon  differ 
from  each  other  except  in  liveliness? 
It  may  be  snggosted,  indeed,  that  when 
the  object  is  a  '  compound  *  impression. 


the  component  parts  mavbe  jmt  together 
in  the  idea  otherwise  than  in  the  im- 
pression. But  if  so,  the  idea  would 
not  in  Hnme's  language  be  an  idea  of 
that  impression.  Gf.  Book  IL  Ftot  I, 
$11.  'The  component  parts  of  ideas 
and  impressions  are  precisely  alike.* 
See  Introd.  $$  196,  208,  and  817.]         ' 


INDEX 


TO 


THE     PIEST     VOLUME. 


8.  Tofen  to  the  Sectionfl  of  the  Introduction ;  p.  to  the  Pages  of  Home's  text. 
£  means  '  and  following  sectiona '  or  '  pages.' 


ABS 

Abstract  idea  of  aubstance  in  Locke,  8. 86 ; 
at  once  precedes  and  follows  the  com- 
plex, s.  86 ;  his  accoant  of  abstract 
general  ideas,  s.  42,  80 ;  rejected  by 
Berkeley,  s.  176,  182  ;  and  by  Hume, 
S.217,  f.;  ^.  326,  f. 

Adequate  and  inadequate  ideas  in  Locke, 
S.23,  89 

Analysis  and  srnthesis,  s.  221 

Analytical  judgment;  is  it  the  only 
function  of  thought?  s.  118,  f. 

Animal  spirits,  p.  864 

Antient  philosophy,  p.  606,  f. 

Apparent  and  real  in  Locke,  s.  22,  f. ;  in 
Hume,  s.  203 

Archetype  and  ectype  in  Locke,  s.  28, 
116;  p.6l2,f. 

Aseoeiation  of  ideas  in  Hume,  s.  196 ; 
p.  319,  f. 


Bacon  and  Locke,  s.  79,  123. 

fe^fVasto  matters  of  ^ct,  s.  291,  f.  326; 
p.  394,  f.  666 ;  what  produces  belief, 
p.  399,  f. ;  why  belief  arises  from 
causation  only,  p.  407,  f. ;  influence 
of  belief  on  the  will,  p.  417;  on  the 
passions,  p.  418 ;  on  the  imagination, 
p.  419 

Berkdejfe  criticism  of  Locke,  s.  100, 126, 
164,f. ;  his  idealism,  s.  168,  f.;  his 
fundamental  error,  s.  1 73 ;  his  doctrine 
of  God  and  the  soitil,  s.  189,  f. ;  fatal  to 
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a  true  spiritaaUsm,  s.  192 ;  and  a  true 
theism,  s.  193 ;  the  turn  it  ought  to 
have  taken,  s.  194 
Body^  equivocations  in  Locke's  theory  of, 
s.  92,  f. ;  exposed  by  Hume,  s.  228,  f. ; 
p.  612,  f. ;  body  and  space  vanish  on 
Berkeley's  reduction  of  idea  to  feel- 
ing, s.  174  ;  this  accepted  by  Hume, 
B.  197,  229;  p.  478,  f.  612,1 


Canue  involved  in  Locke's  simple  idea, 
8.  20 ;  correlative  to  substance,  s.  63 ; 
sensation  gives  no  knowledge,  except 
as  referred  to  cause,  s.  62,  Locke's 
theory  of  cause,  s.  68,  f. ;  his  inference 
to  an  eternal  cause,  s.  147,  f. ;  mean- 
ing of  cause,  s.  149 ;  Hume's  theoiy 
of  cause,  s.2l0,  281,  f.,  p.  876,  f.; 
knowledge  of  cause  excluded  by  Locke's 
definition  of  knowledge^  s.  283;  how 
Hume  reduces  causation  to  an  impres- 
sion of  reflection,  s.  286,  f, ;  p.  379,  f. ; 
why  a  cause  is  always  necessary,  p. 
380,  f. ;  the  component  parts  of  our 
reasonings  concerning  cause,  s.  287, 
p.  384 ;  the  ori^nal  impression,  s.  290, 
p.  386;  the  inference  to  the  idea, 
8. 290,  p.  388 ;  the  nature  of  the  idea 
or  belief,  s.  201,  p.  394 ;  how  the  be- 
lief is  produced,  s.  292,  p.  399  ;  pro- 
bability of  causes,  s.  336,  p.  428  ; 
necessaiy  connexion    of   cause   and 
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effect,  B.  292,  p.  460 ;  efficacy  of  canseB, 
p.  451 ;  twodefinitions  of  cauBe,  p.  463 ; 
examination  of  these,  s.  296,  f., 
817,  f.;  cause  and  identity,  each  as- 
sumed by  Home  to  explain  the  other, 
s.  811,  f . ;  their  true  correlatiyity, 
8.818;  ndes  for  judging  of  causes 
and  effects,  p.  466  ;  the  cause  of  our 
perceptions,  p.  529 

Certainty  and  probability  in  Locke  and 
Hume,  B.  226,  p.  372,  f. ;  certainty  of 
mathematics,  s.  273,  p.  873 

Coexistence,  s.  116,  268,  p.  838 

Common  sense  and  Locke,  b.  98 

Co^mparison  and  relation,  s.  297*  t ;  p. 
822,  876 

Conception  the  only  act  of  the  under- 
standing, p.  396,  note ;  conception  and 
notion,  s.  183,  note 

Contciousness  and  the  self,  s.  127f  f.) 
144,  f.,  192,  200,  212,  240,  839; 
p.  616,  f.,  633,  f. 

Cuetom  and  belief,  p.  408,  414,  444 

Distance  and  space,  s.  1 10, 169, 244, 279 ; 

p.  340,  360 
DistinctionofretLBon,  s.218 ;  p. 832, 349, 

370 
JHvitihilUy  of  space  and  time,  s.  264,  f. ; 

p.  834,  f. 

Empirieal  psychology,  s.  7, 10, 16,  196, 

200 
*Esse*  ^  «perdpi,*8. 160,  188, 187,  196, 

236,  f.;  p.  811,  t  870,  479,  f.  628 
Essence,  Locke's  doctrine  of,  s.  77,  f* 
Evidence  of  history,  p.  384,  441 
Existence,  Locke's  theory  of,  s.  28,  f.  60,  f. ; 

Hume's,  s.  302,  f. ;  p.  369,  478,  f. ; 

existence  of  self,  s.  143,  f.  339,  p.  638 
Experience  and  popular  logic,  s.  119; 

f.  320 ;  Hume's  account  of,  s.  812,  t, 

p.  888 
Extension,  b.  110, 169,  288,  f.,  p.  886  f., 

518,  t 

Fact',  matters  of  fiact  and  relations  of 
ideas,  s.83,  104,  119,  f.  163,  226  f., 
281  £,  291  f. ;  p.  872,  876,  304,  476, 
618,  629,  640,  665 

Fantastic  and  real  ideas,  s.28,  203 

Feeling  Knei  thought,  s.22, 100, 168, 178, 
221,  228  f.,  241,  263,267,  304,  812, 
320,  329,  342,  &c.  ;  Hume's  text 
passim 

Finite  and  infinite,  s.  138,  f. 

Fiction  of  identity,  s.  210,  281,  801,  f, 
242,  f.,  p.  480,  f.  606,  f.  618, 633,  f.      | 
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General  ideas  and  propositions  in  Locke. 

8. 42,  80,  117 ;  in  Berkeley,  s.  181,  f; 

216 ;  in  Hume,  s.  217,  f.;  p.  325,  f. 
Generalization  from  experience,  s.  1 19 
Geometry  in   Berkeley,   8.178,  f.;    in 

Hume,  8. 273 ;  p.  348,  i. 
God  and  the  soul.  Lodge's  doctrine  o^ 

s.  126,  f. ;  Berkele/s,  s.  189,  f. ;  Hume's, 

8.839;  p.517,f.;  Godaathesulgectof 

the  world,  s.  1 46,  f  .  1 90 

History,  evidence  of,  p.  384,  441 ;  histoiT 
of  philosophy,  how  to  be  stndiadL 
8. 1;  disUnguished  from,  literary  his- 
toiy,  8.4 

Hume,  the  last  English  philosopher,  8. 2 ; 
Kant  his  true  successor,  s.  3 ;  his  filia- 
tion to  Locke,  8.3,  163,  281,  &c ; 
value  of  his  system,  s.  6 ;  transition  to 
Hume  from  Locke  through  Berkeley, 
8. 163,  f.  194  ;  how  to  be  treated, 
8. 164 ;  his  plausibility  due  to  his 
assuming  the  *  fiction'  which  he  aft^- 
wards  destroys,  s.  164,  201,  210,  231, 
237, 269,  287,  303,  305,  317, 343, 346; 
modern  adaptations  of  him,  b.  239, 334 ; 
modem  science  and  his  doctrine  of 
cause,  s.  324 ;  refutes  himself,  s.  345 

Hypothetical  nature  of  mathematics :  dis- 
tinction between  this  doctrine  and 
Hume's,  b.  276 

Ideas,  Locke's  account  of  their  origin, 
&C.,  8. 11,  f. ;  his  confusion  of  ideas 
in  us  and  qualities  in  things,  8. 18,21, 
89 ;  idea  and  reality  in  Locke,  s.  64, 
f.  100 ;  in  Berkeley,  s.  170,  £ ;  Hume's 
account  of  the  origin  of  ideas,  s.  196,  f., 
p.  811;  of  their  composition,  con- 
nexion, abstraction,  &;c,  p.  312,  f. 

Ideal  and  real,  s.  188 

Identity,  Locke's  theory  of,  s.  71,  f.  98, 
134  ;  Hume's,  s.  210,  281,  301.  f., 
842,  t ;  p.  376,  480,  f.,  489,  606,  f., 
618,  533,  f.,  668 

Imagination  and  memory,  s.  196,  826i 
332;  p.  817,  886,  645 

/mm/i/mo/t^of  the  8oul,Locke,Berkeley, 
Hume,  and  Spinoza,  s.  340  ;  p.  616,  fl 

Import  of  propositions,  s.  224 

Impression  and  idea,  s.  61, 195, 201, 244; 
p.  311,  f.,  327,  376,  396,  and  jMiMun; 
impressions  of  sensation  and  reflexion, 
p.  316;  of  the  senses  and  memory, 
8. 327  ;  p.  385,  407 

Individiial,  as  determined  by  relations, 
substituted  by  Locke  for  the  mere 
particular,  s.  47,  f. ;  by  Hume,  s.  221, 
304  ;  p.  491,  493,  &c. 
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Inductive  logic  and  Locke,  8.83,  123, 

and  Hume,  s.  820,  333,  336,  838 
Inner  and  outer  sense,  a.  129,  f. 
Interrogaiion  of  natuie,  a.  208,  823 

Judgment  and  enstom,  p.  443,  f. ;  rules 
for  jadgment,  p.  445,  446 


Kant  and  Hume,  s.  3,  815;  and  Locke, 
8.117,118 

KnatoledgSf  Locke's  definition  of,  s.  25 ; 
the  very  rudiments  of  knowledge  in- 
Yolve  *  uie  workmanship  of  the  mind,' 
B.  66, 66 ;  knowledge  of  reality,  s.  50,  f. ; 
reality  and  certainty  of  knowledge, 
B.  116;  knowledge  of  self  and  God, 
B.  143,  f. ;  Berkeley s  theory  of  know- 
ledge, s.  181,  f. ;  Hume's  limitation  of 
knowledge,  s.223,  225,  f.,  263,  298, 
335 ;  p.  372,  f.,  380,  388,  403,  423, 
436,  450,  461,  475, 545 

Language^  what  it  implies,  s.  213 

Lam  of  causation  and  Hume,  s.  836 

Leibnitz  and  Hume,  s.  2 

IMerary  history  distinguished  from 
history  of  philosophy,  s.  4 

lAvely  ideas  real  to  Locke,  8.56,  188; 
to  Hume  lively  idea  »  impression 
simply,  8.195;  p.  311,  327i&c.;  to 
Berkeley  lively  and  coherent  ideas  are 
real,  s.  189 ;  to  Hume  the  fiction  of 
reality  arises  not  from  the  liveliness 
but  the  constancy,  p.  484,  485 

Locke,  Hume's  filiation  to  him,  s.  3, 158, 
281 ;  his  problem  and  method,  s.  6, 
t ;  his  theory  of  the  origin  of  ideas, 
8. 11,  f. ;  his  theory  of  knowledge,  s. 
25,  f. ;  of  essence,  s.  77,  f. ;  of  self  and 
God,  s.  126,  f. ;  his  merit,  s.  130, 155 ; 
his  fundamental  error,  s.  16,  135; 
Locke  and  Kant»  s.  116,  118;  and 
Scholasticism,  s.  118;  and  popular 
logic,  8. 119,  f. ;  and  natural  science, 
8. 121 ;  Berkeley's  criticism  of  him, 
8.154.  f.;  Hume's  criticism  of  his 
doctrine  of  abstract  ideas,  p.  325 ; 
of  ideality  of  mathematics,  p.  348 ; 
of  cause,  p.  382 ;  of  reality  of  lively 
ideas,  p.  484 ;  of  identity,  p.  489 ;  of 
primary  qualitaes,  p.  611;  of  self, 
p.  533 

Man,  science  of,  the  foundation  of  all 
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Mathematics  and  Locke,  s.  112,  116,  f. ; 
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of  suceesBiTe  feelings,  s.  809 

System  of  senses  uid  memory  and 
system  of  judgment,  s.  324,  £  327 ; 
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258  ;  p.  337 ;  what  are  these  units  ? 
8.277 


TUL 
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